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Japan Withdrawal – 1AC [1/10]

Observation One – Inherency

Despite protests, the United States is committed to expanding its military presence in Japan – plans are in place to expand to Nago

Johnson, 2010 [Chalmers, Professor Emeritus of the University of California—San Diego and President and Co-founder of the Japan Policy Research Institute; “Another battle of Okinawa,” May 6; Accessed online at

http://articles.latimes.com/2010/may/06/opinion/la-oe-johnson-20100506]

The United States is on the verge of permanently damaging its alliance with Japan in a dispute over a military base in Okinawa. This island prefecture hosts three-quarters of all U.S. military facilities in Japan. Washington wants to build one more base there, in an ecologically sensitive area. The Okinawans vehemently oppose it, and tens of thousands gathered last month to protest the base. Tokyo is caught in the middle, and it looks as if Japan's prime minister has just caved in to the U.S. demands. In the globe-girdling array of overseas military bases that the United States has acquired since World War II — more than 700 in 130 countries — few have a sadder history than those we planted in Okinawa. In 1945, Japan was of course a defeated enemy and therefore given no say in where and how these bases would be distributed. On the main islands of Japan, we simply took over their military bases. But Okinawa was an independent kingdom until Japan annexed it in 1879, and the Japanese continue to regard it somewhat as the U.S. does Puerto Rico. The island was devastated in the last major battle in the Pacific, and the U.S. simply bulldozed the land it wanted, expropriated villagers or forcibly relocated them to Bolivia. From 1950 to 1953, the American bases in Okinawa were used to fight the Korean War, and from the 1960s until 1973, they were used during the Vietnam War. Not only did they serve as supply depots and airfields, but the bases were where soldiers went for rest and recreation, creating a subculture of bars, prostitutes and racism. Around several bases fights between black and white American soldiers were so frequent and deadly that separate areas were developed to cater to the two groups. The U.S. occupation of Japan ended with the peace treaty of 1952, but Okinawa remained a U.S. military colony until 1972. For 20 years, Okinawans were essentially stateless people, not entitled to either Japanese or U.S. passports or civil rights. Even after Japan regained sovereignty over Okinawa, the American military retained control over what occurs on its numerous bases and over Okinawan airspace. Since 1972, the Japanese government and the American military have colluded in denying Okinawans much say over their future, but this has been slowly changing. In 1995, for example, there were huge demonstrations against the bases after two Marines and a sailor were charged with abducting and raping a 12-year-old girl. In 1996, the U.S. agreed that it would be willing to give back Futenma, which is entirely surrounded by the town of Ginowan, but only if the Japanese would build another base to replace it elsewhere on the island. So was born the Nago option in 1996 (not formalized until 2006, in a U.S.-Japan agreement). Nago is a small fishing village in the northeastern part of Okinawa's main island and the site of a coral reef that is home to the dugong, an endangered marine mammal similar to Florida's manatee. In order to build a large U.S. Marine base there, a runway would have to be constructed on either pilings or landfill, killing the coral reef. Environmentalists have been protesting ever since, and in early 2010, Nago elected a mayor who ran on a platform of resisting any American base in his town. Yukio Hatoyama, the Japanese prime minister who came to power in 2009, won partly on a platform that he would ask the United States to relinquish the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station and move its Marines entirely off the island. But on Tuesday, he visited Okinawa, bowed deeply and essentially asked its residents to suck it up. I find Hatoyama's behavior craven and despicable, but I deplore even more the U.S. government's arrogance in forcing the Japanese to this deeply humiliating impasse. The U.S. has become obsessed with maintaining our empire of military bases, which we cannot afford and which an increasing number of so-called host countries no longer want. I would strongly suggest that the United States climb off its high horse, move the Futenma Marines back to a base in the United States (such as Camp Pendleton, near where I live) and thank the Okinawans for their 65 years of forbearance.

Thus the plan: The United States federal government should substantially reduce its military presence through the phasing out of all US troops in Japan
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Advantage One – US-Japan Relations

Current US-Japan relations are in a state of flux 

Congressional Research Service ’10 “Japan- U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress” www.crs.gov Chanlett-Avery, Cooper, Manyin. February 24, 2010
Overall U.S.-Japan relations appear to be in a state of flux. Analysts are divided over whether current controversies are temporary blips in an otherwise strong partnership or are indicative of more fundamental shifts. New leaders in Washington and Tokyo have emphasized repeatedly the strategic importance of the relationship in multiple high-level meetings. Both President Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton have re-affirmed the axiom that the U.S.-Japan alliance is “the cornerstone of U.S. Asia-Pacific strategy.” Although the DPJ was critical of some aspects of the U.S.-Japan alliance while campaigning and has called for a more U.N. and Asia-oriented diplomacy, it has also acknowledged the central role of the alliance with the United States in providing for Japan’s security. Although the DPJ’s election provided the impetus for a re-examination of ties, friction in the alliance and stalemate on the Okinawa agreement had been present for several years under previous LDP governments. After a period of rejuvenated defense ties in the first years of the George W. Bush Administration, expectations of a transformed alliance with a more forward-leaning defense posture from Japan diminished. In the final years of the decade, political paralysis and budgetary constraints in Tokyo, Japan’s slow-to-little progress in implementing base realignment agreements, Japanese disappointment in Bush’s policy on North Korea, and a series of smaller concerns over burden-sharing arrangements led to reduced cooperation and a general sense of unease about the partnership.

Furthermore, the current Cold War model of the Japan-US alliance is outdated and troop presence is uniquely contentious

Congressional Research Service ’09 (Emma Chanlett-Avery (specialist in asian affairs) and Weston S. Konishi (analyst in asian affairs) Congressional Research Service: “The Changing U.S.-Japan Alliance: Implications for U.S. Interests” July 23, 2009)
Some analysts argue that the Cold War formula for the U.S.-Japan alliance is outdated and that the forward presence of 53,000 U.S. troops is an unnecessary burden to the U.S. military. They assert that Japan has the resources to develop into a more autonomous defense force and could cooperate with the U.S. military in areas of mutual concern on a more limited, “normal” country- to-country basis. Further, advocates argue that the eventual withdrawal of U.S. forces from Japanese soil could cement a more durable strategic partnership than the current configuration.31 Opponents of this strategy argue that the large-scale U.S. military presence is necessary in a region with simmering tension and the rise of China, a power that may challenge U.S. hegemony in Asia. Some military experts argue that reducing the number of Marines stationed in Japan, while maintaining air and sea assets, could reduce some of the burden on local communities and still maintain a strong U.S. deterrence in the region.
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Strong US-Japan alliance is key to solving Chinese invasion of Taiwan through economic interdependence

Nye, 2008 [Joseph Nye, 5-12, Korea Times, “Future of US-Japanese Alliance,” Lexis]

Japan and the U.S., unlike China, are both democracies, and they share many values. In addition, both Japan and the U.S. face a common challenge from China's rise and have a strong interest in ensuring that it does not become a threat. The U.S. regards a triangular Japan-China-U.S. relationship as the basis of stability in East Asia, and wants good relations between all three of its legs. But the triangle is not equilateral, because the U.S. is allied with Japan, and China need not become a threat to either country if they maintain that alliance. On the other hand, China's power should not be exaggerated. A recent poll indicates that one-third of Americans believe that China will "soon dominate the world," while 54 percent see its emergence as a "threat to world peace." To be sure, measured by official exchange rates, China is the world's fourth largest economy, and it is growing at 10 percent annually. But China's income per capita is only 4 percent that of the U.S. If both countries' economies continue to grow at their current rates, China's could be larger than America's in 30 years, but U.S. per capita income will still be four times greater. Furthermore, China's lags far behind in military power, and lacks America's "soft power" resources, such as Hollywood and world-class universities. China's internal evolution also remains uncertain. It has lifted 400 million people out of poverty since 1990, but another 400 million live on less that $2 per day. Along with enormous inequality, China has a migrant labor force of 140 million, severe pollution, and rampant corruption. Nor has its political evolution matched its economic progress. While more Chinese are free today than ever before in Chinese history, China is far from free. The danger is that party leaders, trying to counter the erosion of communism, will turn to nationalism to provide ideological glue, which could lead to an unstable foreign policy ¡ª including, for example, conflict over Taiwan. faced with such uncertainty, a wise policy combines realism with liberalism. By reinforcing their alliance, the U.S. and Japan can hedge against uncertainty while at the same time offering China integration into global institutions as a "responsible stakeholder." The greatest danger is that an escalating fear of enmity in the three countries becomes a self-fulfilling prophecy. In that sense, the U.S.-Japan alliance rests on deeply rooted joint interests.

And, war over Taiwan causes extinction

Strait Times, 2000 [“Regional Fallout: No one gains in war over Taiwan,” Jun 25, LN]

THE high-intensity scenario postulates a cross-strait war escalating into a full-scale war between the US and China. If Washington were to conclude that splitting China would better serve its national interests, then a full-scale war becomes unavoidable. Conflict on such a scale would embroil other countries far and near and -- horror of horrors -- raise the possibility of a nuclear war. Beijing has already told the US and Japan privately that it considers any country providing bases and logistics support to any US forces attacking China as belligerent parties open to its retaliation. In the region, this means South Korea, Japan, the Philippines and, to a lesser extent, Singapore. If China were to retaliate, east Asia will be set on fire. And the conflagration may not end there as opportunistic powers elsewhere may try to overturn the existing world order. With the US distracted, Russia may seek to redefine Europe's political landscape. The balance of power in the Middle East may be similarly upset by the likes of Iraq. In south Asia, hostilities between India and Pakistan, each armed with its own nuclear arsenal, could enter a new and dangerous phase. Will a full-scale Sino-US war lead to a nuclear war? According to General Matthew Ridgeway, commander of the US Eighth Army which fought against the Chinese in the Korean War, the US had at the time thought of using nuclear weapons against China to save the US from military defeat. In his book The Korean War, a personal account of the military and political aspects of the conflict and its implications on future US foreign policy, Gen Ridgeway said that US was confronted with two choices in Korea -- truce or a broadened war, which could have led to the use of nuclear weapons. If the US had to resort to nuclear weaponry to defeat China long before the latter acquired a similar capability, there is little hope of winning a war against China 50 years later, short of using nuclear weapons. The US estimates that China possesses about 20 nuclear warheads that can destroy major American cities. Beijing also seems prepared to go for the nuclear option. A Chinese military officer disclosed recently that Beijing was considering a review of its "non first use" principle regarding nuclear weapons. Major-General Pan Zhangqiang, president of the military-funded Institute for Strategic Studies, told a gathering at the Woodrow Wilson International Centre for Scholars in Washington that although the government still abided by that principle, there were strong pressures from the military to drop it. He said military leaders considered the use of nuclear weapons mandatory if the country risked dismemberment as a result of foreign intervention. Gen Ridgeway said that should that come to pass, we would see the destruction of civilisation. There would be no victors in such a war. While the prospect of a nuclear Armaggedon over Taiwan might seem inconceivable, it cannot be ruled out entirely, for China puts sovereignty above everything else. 
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Plan solves – Withdrawal of troops from Japan allows a refashioning of the US-Japan alliance where both sides are equal

Bandow, 2010 [Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to President Reagan; “Japan Can Defend Itself,” May 12, Accessed online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804. Article also appeared on The National Interest Online]

America's post-Cold War dominance is coming to an end. Michael Schuman argued in Time: "Anyone who thinks the balance of power in Asia is not changing — and with it, the strength of the U.S., even among its old allies — hasn't been there lately." Many analysts nevertheless want the United States to attempt to maintain its unnatural dominance. Rather than accommodate a more powerful China, they want America to contain a wealthier and more influential Beijing. Rather than expect its allies to defend themselves and promote regional stability, they want Washington to keep its friends dependent. To coin a phrase, it's time for a change. U.S. intransigence over Okinawa has badly roiled the bilateral relationship. But even a more flexible basing policy would not be enough. Washington is risking the lives and wasting the money of the American people to defend other populous and prosperous states. Washington should close Futenma — as a start to refashioning the alliance with Japan. Rather than a unilateral promise by the United States to defend Japan, the relationship should become one of equals working together on issues of mutual interest. Responsibility for protecting Japan should become that of Japan. Both Okinawans and Americans deserve justice. It's time for Washington to deliver.

Phased withdrawal of US forces from Japan uniquely results in improved relations with Japan 

Simpson, 2010 [Dan, a former U.S. ambassador, is a Post-Gazette associate editor; “Let’s Draw Down Our Forces in Japan; As a matter of fact, we have way too many troops in way too many places,” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, March 17; Accessed online at LN]

All in all, the new Japanese government has its eye on shifting power relationships in East Asia. China has already passed the United States as Japan's largest trading partner. The U.S. Congress' dogging of Toyota and its president last month probably didn't help, particularly since the U.S. government is an important owner of Toyota rivals General Motors and Chrysler. China, by contrast, sent its heir-designate, Vice President Xi Jinping, to Japan in December for a very visible visit. Japan's potential enemies in the region, China and North Korea, are, in fact, now moving into a different relationship with it, particularly if China is to be considered to have North Korea more or less under its control.
Rather than let the post-World War II marriage between the United States and Japan drift further onto the rocks, the Obama administration might think about being realistic and moving the relationship to a new stage, proposing a phased withdrawal of U.S. forces from Japan. There would be logic in such a proposal from an American point of view: It would save money, permit more concentration on U.S. domestic needs and move us toward stationing troops only where they are needed, as opposed to where they have been forever.
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Advantage Two – Japanese Politics

Hatoyama’s resignation over the botched handling of the US bases in Japan negatively affects the popularity of the Democratic Party of Japan as Kan takes over

AP 6/14 (6/14/10, "Japan's DPJ party to drop aims of 'equal' US ties", http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5h7bWeoOo8NaX6yMJPbE512Sa8HGA)

TOKYO — Japan's ruling party under new Prime Minister Naoto Kan plans to drop a reference to seeking "equal" relations with the United States in an election manifesto, a newspaper reported Tuesday. Kan took power last week, replacing Yukio Hatoyama who resigned after just nine months in office, largely over his botched handling of a row over a US airbase on Okinawa island that strained relations with Washington. The centre-left Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) of Hatoyama and Kan is planning to release an updated policy manifesto this week ahead of a parliamentary upper house vote expected on July 11. In the new version, the ruling party will pledge "to enhance Japan-US relations by strengthening ties in the fields of comprehensive security, economy and culture," the Yomiuri Shimbun reported without naming its sources. Kan has pledged to observe an agreement with the United States inked in May under Hatoyama that recommits Japan to a 2006 pact to keep the Futenma marine airbase on Okinawa, despite strong local opposition. The Yomiuri said the party manifesto is also expected to say that "on the issue of the Futenma base, we will make utmost efforts to reduce the burden on Okinawa, based on the Japan-US agreement." Okinawa governor Hirokazu Nakaima signalled Tuesday his continued opposition to the base, which has long angered locals because of aircraft noise, pollution, the risk of crashes and tension with American service personnel. He told reporters after meeting Kan: "I told him that we deplore the (Japan-US) joint statement, and that it will be hard to realise." Tokyo and Washington said in their joint statement on May 28 that the Futenma base would be moved, as first agreed in 2006, from a crowded city area to the coastal Henoko region of the southern island. 

Additionally, popularity is necessary for the DPJ to win the majority in the Upper House and winning the majority allows Kan to pass legislation through both chambers

McCallum, 6/23 [6/23/10, Keneth McCallum, “FOCUS: Japan Kan's Summit Debut May Help DPJ At The Polls”, http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100623-702026.html]

Naoto Kan's debut on the international stage later this week will come at a perfect time for Japan's new prime minister: the Group of Eight and Group of 20 summit meetings will be held right before key elections, and his attendance could help the ruling party at the polls. At the meetings, to be held Friday-Sunday in Canada, Kan will explain to counterparts his economic plan, which aims to reduce Japan's mammoth debt while maintaining growth. The 63-year old prime minister, who took office June 8, is also expected to hold one-on-one meetings with world leaders, including U.S. President Barack Obama. Analysts say Japanese leaders often get a bump up in poll ratings after summits, as voters react favorably to seeing their leaders working with global counterparts. Elections for the Upper House of Parliament are scheduled for July 11. Attending the summit "will have a marginal positive impact," says Gerald Curtis, professor of Japanese politics at Columbia University. "The sense of comfort with Kan will grow if people think he can represent the country effectively abroad." Also helping Kan is the contrast to his predecessor, Yukio Hatoyama, who quit after eight months on the job. Unlike Hatoyama, Kan is seen by the public as a strong leader with a clean image, and U.S. officials appear to be more comfortable dealing with the Kan administration than its predecessor on security issues. Hatoyama stepped down as leader in early June following his botched effort to relocate a controversial U.S. military base in Okinawa. Kan told President Obama he would solve the base issue and that the alliance with the U.S. will remain a cornerstone of Japan's foreign policy. On economic policy, too, Kan is blazing a different path than his predecessor. Highlighting his more fiscally austere stance, Kan this week unveiled a plan to try to balance Japan's budget over the next decade by capping fiscal spending and considering raising the consumption tax rate. At the same time, he has released a growth strategy aimed at generating 3% nominal and 2% real average growth over the next 10 years by encouraging areas such as health care and the environment. "Aiming for both growth and fiscal rebuilding is possible, and that's the choice Japan is about to make," he said at a news conference Monday. "I want to express this clearly (at the summit), and it would be great if other countries can use what we do as an example." "He'll try to have some visibility there as one of the leaders who's pressing for coordinated, fiscally responsible policy on the part of all the G-20 countries," Columbia's Curtis said. Even if Kan's trip is a success, it still might not be enough to give his Democratic Party of Japan a victory at the polls: Voters initially welcomed Kan's intention to lift the 5% consumption tax rate on the perception that it would improve Japan's fiscal health. But after Kan said he'd consider doubling the rate, support ratings for his administration fell nine points to 50%, according to a poll in one local paper. The DPJ has 116 seats in the Upper House now, and 54 of those will be up for election. Kan said Tuesday he hopes the party will win more than 54 seats, close to the 60 that would give it an outright majority. That would make Kan's job easier, allowing the administration to pass legislation through both chambers, as the DPJ already has a large majority in the Lower House. Then again, the DPJ could end up losing seats. But competing parties are unlikely to win outright either, meaning the DPJ will need to form a coalition to get bills passed in the Upper House, some analysts say. "There won't be any winners. Everyone will be losers," said Minoru Morita, a Tokyo-based political analyst. 
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And DPJ majority in the Upper House is key for passage of a non-watered down version of climate legislation to solve warming

Maeda and Fujioka, 6/15 [Risa and Chisa, 2010, “UPDATE 2-Japan aims to pass climate bill by yr-end UN talks,”http://af.reuters.com/article/energyOilNews/idAFTOE65E05N20100615?pageNumber=3&virtualBrandChannel=0&sp=true]

[The] Climate bill shelved, but govt to resubmit to parliament Japan hopes for minimal impact on emission trading plans Japan to mull bilateral credits to offset domestic surplus (Adds details in 14th para and afterwards) TOKYO, June 15 (Reuters) - Japan will aim to pass a shelved climate bill setting tough emission reduction targets before an annual U.N. meeting in Mexico later this year, the environment minister said on Tuesday. The ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ)-led government had hoped to enact the bill, which paves the way for a mandatory emissions trading system, by the end of the current session of parliament ending on Wednesday. But with time having run out for deliberations, the bill will be delayed. The government now plans to resubmit the bill to parliament after an upper house election expected on July 11. Environment Minister Sakihito Ozawa said he wanted to have the bill enacted by a U.N. meeting in Mexico from Nov. 29-Dec. 10, where negotiations will take place for a global agreement on fighting climate change. "We want to complete the bill by COP 16, so we can show our determination (on climate policy)," Ozawa told a news conference. Japan is the world's fifth-biggest greenhouse gas emitter and its pledge to cut emissions by 25 percent from 1990 levels by 2020 is government policy and part of the bill. Ozawa could not rule out the possibility of the bill being watered down if the DPJ failed to win an outright majority in the upper house election, but said the government aimed to enact the bill in its current form. [ID:nTOE62A091] The DPJ has a comfortable majority in the more powerful lower house, but a weak outcome for the party in the upper house election would force it to rely on help from smaller parties to pass bills smoothly, since the upper chamber can stall bills.

And unchecked warming leads to extinction

Tickell, 8-11-2008 (Oliver, Climate Researcher, The Gaurdian, “On a planet 4C hotter, all we can prepare for is extinction”, http://www.guardian.co.uk/commentisfree/2008/aug/11/climatechange)
We need to get prepared for four degrees of global warming, Bob Watson told the Guardian last week. At first sight this looks like wise counsel from the climate science adviser to Defra. But the idea that we could adapt to a 4C rise is absurd and dangerous. Global warming on this scale would be a catastrophe that would mean, in the immortal words that Chief Seattle probably never spoke, "the end of living and the beginning of survival" for humankind. Or perhaps the beginning of our extinction. The collapse of the polar ice caps would become inevitable, bringing long-term sea level rises of 70-80 metres. All the world's coastal plains would be lost, complete with ports, cities, transport and industrial infrastructure, and much of the world's most productive farmland. The world's geography would be transformed much as it was at the end of the last ice age, when sea levels rose by about 120 metres to create the Channel, the North Sea and Cardigan Bay out of dry land. Weather would become extreme and unpredictable, with more frequent and severe droughts, floods and hurricanes. The Earth's carrying capacity would be hugely reduced. Billions would undoubtedly die. Watson's call was supported by the government's former chief scientific adviser, Sir David King, who warned that "if we get to a four-degree rise it is quite possible that we would begin to see a runaway increase". This is a remarkable understatement. The climate system is already experiencing significant feedbacks, notably the summer melting of the Arctic sea ice. The more the ice melts, the more sunshine is absorbed by the sea, and the more the Arctic warms. And as the Arctic warms, the release of billions of tonnes of methane – a greenhouse gas 70 times stronger than carbon dioxide over 20 years – captured under melting permafrost is already under way. To see how far this process could go, look 55.5m years to the Palaeocene-Eocene Thermal Maximum, when a global temperature increase of 6C coincided with the release of about 5,000 gigatonnes of carbon into the atmosphere, both as CO2 and as methane from bogs and seabed sediments. Lush subtropical forests grew in polar regions, and sea levels rose to 100m higher than today. It appears that an initial warming pulse triggered other warming processes. Many scientists warn that this historical event may be analogous to the present: the warming caused by human emissions could propel us towards a similar hothouse Earth. 
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Opposition to US presence will not die down; withdrawal is necessary to please the masses

Kusumoto et al., 6/18, [Hana Kusumoto,  Chiyomi Sumida,  Teri Weaver, Stars and Stripes News, “Futenma fight could linger despite Japan's new prime minister”, 6/18/2010, http://www.stripes.com/news/pacific/okinawa/futenma-fight-could-linger-despite-japan-s-new-prime-minister-1.107689]

Japanese and U.S. leaders also are looking to see whether opposition dies down. Despite Kan’s cooler approach, that seems unlikely. Already this month, Okinawa’s capital city council adopted a resolution seeking a recall of the latest base agreement with the United States. “There is no expectation that the strong opposition will collapse,” Maeda said. Hatoyama’s attempt to renegotiate awakened many in Okinawa who for years had reluctantly accepted the U.S. bases in return for jobs and other economic development, according to Yoichi Iha, the mayor of Ginowan. Those opponents are not ready to give up their new passion. “They felt, for the first time, because there was a real possibility that bases might be removed outside of the prefecture, they [could] change their position,” the mayor said at a press conference in Tokyo on Wednesday. “You cannot change back the clock.” Others adamant about fighting the plan agree. “People will risk their lives” to prevent construction of any new base on Okinawa, said Kiyomi Tsujimoto, a Social Democratic Party Diet member at a press conference in Tokyo last week. Still, even staunch protesters against the new air station admit it will be hard to keep Okinawa’s issues in the national spotlight.
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Advantage Three – Japanese Rearm

Despite the ending of World War II and the Cold War, the US has failed to adjust its military deployments around the world and this is especially true in relation to Japan

Bandow, 2010 [Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to President Reagan; “Japan Can Defend Itself,” May 12, Accessed online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804. Article also appeared on The National Interest Online]

World War II ended 65 years ago. The Cold War disappeared 21 years ago. Yet America's military deployments have little changed. Nowhere is that more evident than on the Japanese island of Okinawa. Okinawans are tired of the heavy U.S. military presence. Some 90,000 — nearly 10 percent of the island's population — gathered in protest at the end of April. It is time for Washington to lighten Okinawa's burden. An independent kingdom swallowed by imperial Japan, Okinawa was the site of a brutal battle as the United States closed in on Japan in early 1945. After Tokyo's surrender, Washington filled the main prefecture island with bases and didn't return it to Japan until 1972. America's military presence has only been modestly reduced since. The facilities grew out of the mutual defense treaty between America and Japan, by which the former promised to defend the latter, which was disarmed after its defeat. The island provided a convenient home for American units. Most Japanese people also preferred to keep the U.S. military presence on Japan's most distant and poorest province, forcing Okinawans to carry a disproportionate burden of the alliance. Whatever the justifications of this arrangement during the Cold War, the necessity of both U.S. ground forces in Japan and the larger mutual defense treaty between the two nations has disappeared. It's time to reconsider both Tokyo's and Washington's regional roles. The United States imposed the so-called "peace constitution" on Japan, Article 9 of which prohibits the use of force and even creation of a military. However, American officials soon realized that Washington could use military assistance. Today's "Self-Defense Force" is a widely accepted verbal evasion of a clear constitutional provision. Nevertheless, both domestic pacifism and regional opposition have discouraged reconsideration of Japan's military role. Washington's willingness to continue defending an increasingly wealthy Japan made a rethink unnecessary.

Despite dependence on the US military, Japan has begun revisiting its security stance in the region to a more outward focus which is necessary for defense independence

Bandow, 2010 [Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to President Reagan; “Japan Can Defend Itself,” May 12, Accessed online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804. Article also appeared on The National Interest Online]

Fears of a more dangerous North Korea and a more assertive People's Republic of China have recently increased support in Japan for a more robust security stance. The threat of piracy has even caused Tokyo to open its first overseas military facility in the African state of Djibouti. Nevertheless, Japan's activities remain minimal compared to its stake in East Asia's stability. Thus, Tokyo remains heavily dependent on Washington for its security. The then opposition Democratic Party of Japan promised to "do away with the dependent relationship in which Japan ultimately has no alternative but to act in accordance with U.S. wishes." The party later moderated its program, calling for a "close and equal Japan-U.S. alliance." However, the government promised to reconsider a previous agreement to relocate the Marines Corps Air Station at Futenma elsewhere on Okinawa. The majority of residents want to send the base elsewhere. The Obama administration responded badly, insisting that Tokyo fulfill its past promises. Only reluctantly did Washington indicate a willingness to consider alternatives — after imposing seemingly impossible conditions. Still, the primary problem is Japan. So long as Tokyo requests American military protection, it cannot easily reject Washington's request for bases. Thus, Okinawan residents must do more than demand fairness. They must advocate defense independence.

Japan Withdrawal – 1AC [9/10]

US withdrawal from Japan results in Japan rearmament

Deng, 07 (Yong – Associate professor of political Science at the US Naval Academy, “The Asianization of East Asian security and the United States’ Role,” 7/12/07, Google Scholar, CJC)

A sudden U.S. withdrawal would induce a new arms race in the region. Almost all Asian countries are, in varying degrees, engaged in military modernization thanks to growing economic power and the availability of advanced weapons at bargain prices in the international arms markets. As the history of international relations shows, a country's efforts for arms increases to enhance its own security often inadvertently heighten the insecurity of its neighbors, who could be tempted to engage in a reactive arms race. The lack of an accelerated arms race now in East Asia owes much to the stabilizing role of the United States. Without U.S. protection, Japan would seem compelled to re-arm itself rapidly, especially in light of the threat from the Korean Peninsula and China. The security dilemma that once caused hundreds of years of numerous large-scale wars and conflicts in Europe could send Asia's future back to Europe's past. Thus, "the potential for rearmament that Japan's wealth represents helped legitimate in Asian eyes a security role for the United States as insurance against that prospect. "26 Anchoring Japan in the U.S.-dominated security framework is the only way to put a brake on Japanese ambition to acquire military and political power commensurate with its economic clout. The U.S. security protection had once created an "international greenhouse" insulating Japan in a remarkable degree from the turmoil of the Cold War.
And, Japan rearm is key to solve North Korea

Krauthammer, 2009 [Charles, Columnist; “Fox News All-Stars,” Fox News Network, May 26; Accessed online at LN]

The game is over. We have had 15 years of negotiations under three administrations, the Clinton, Bush, and now Obama. Not just are they a failure, but they are a humiliation. I think it's time to recognize that it's over. North Korea is a nuclear power. It's not going to be stopped. The only issue is what do we actually do? I would say forget about U.N. resolutions. Forget about the six- party talks, and forget about even bilateral negotiations. What we need is action. Action number one, a nuclear Japan. Japan is a country that is directly threatened. I think we ought to have intensive negotiations with the Japanese to encourage them to declare themselves a nuclear power. The only way in which we're going to have any progress in the area is if we reshuffle the interest of the parties here. A nuclear in Japan will send a message to China, especially, to recalculate its interests. Up until now, it had zero interest in curbing its client. It is a thorn in our side. It is an ally in the area. It is a threat to South Korea. It supports its hegemony in the region. A nuclear Japan will reshuffle the deck on its recalculations. It may send a message which would encourage China to change its policy. Otherwise, nothing happens.

Failure to address North Korea sparks adventurism and nuclear war

Dibb, 2006 [Paul, IR Professor at Australia National University; “As one nuclear flashpoint reaches a lull, another simmers away,” Sydney Morning Herald (Australia), August 15; Accessed online at LN]

In North Korea a similar situation applies. Having seen the destruction of Saddam's regime, North Korea's Kim Jong-il is intent on acquiring nuclear weapons to preserve his regime. But the end of the Cold War has eroded the influence of North Korea's allies over its military ambitions and sense of security. China has been embarrassed by its inability to restrain North Korea from testing nuclear-capable ballistic missiles and Russia no longer wields any influence over the rogue state. In many ways, the situation in North-East Asia is potentially even more dire than in the Middle East. North Korea's recalcitrance in dismantling its nuclear weapons program comes at a time of unprecedented tensions between China and Japan and South Korea and Japan where one false move could spell disaster. North Korea is playing a dangerous game of bellicose brinkmanship; it continues to keep more than a million troops on high-alert status, including heavy artillery concentrations only 50 kilometres from Seoul, a city of more than 10 million people. North Korea's acquisition of nuclear weapons threatens to seriously destabilise North-East Asia and result in a nuclear arms race developing there. As it is, the North's belligerence is encouraging Japan to build up its military capabilities. This at a time when China's poor relations with Japan are worrying. The Chinese communist leadership drums up anti-Japanese nationalism whenever it suits, while China's military build-up greatly concerns Japan. The pace of Beijing's defence spending is puzzling, particularly as China faces no military threat for the first time in many decades. Similarly, Japan's relations with South Korea are at a low point, partly over Japan's view of the history of World War II but also because of territorial disputes, which Seoul has elevated to the level of national pride, threatening the use of military force. This is occurring when, from Tokyo's perspective, South Korea is drifting from the orbit of the US alliance and getting uncomfortably close to China, as well as appeasing North Korea. All this is an unhealthy mix of great power tensions and deep-seated historical distrust and growing military capabilities. The bigger worry is that Pyongyang's adventurism will incinerate any efforts to stabilise a region full of dangerous rivalries, as will the inevitable collision between Iran and Israel in the Middle East.
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The plan is uniquely key to Japan gaining defense independence 

Bandow, 2010 [Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to President Reagan; “Japan Can Defend Itself,” May 12, Accessed online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11804. Article also appeared on The National Interest Online]

Who should protect Japan? Japan. Tokyo's neighbors remain uneasy in varying degrees about the prospect of a more active Japan, but World War II is over. A revived Japanese empire is about as likely as a revived Mongol empire. Both Japan and India could play a much larger role in preserving regional security. Many Japanese citizens are equally opposed to a larger Japanese military and more expansive foreign policy. Their feelings are understandable, given the horrors of World War II. However, the most fundamental duty of any national government is defense. If the Japanese people want a minimal (or no) military, that is their right. But they should not expect other nations to fill the defense gap. Moreover, with an expected $1.6 trillion deficit this year alone, the United States can no longer afford to protect countries which are able to protect themselves. Washington has more than enough on its military plate elsewhere in the world. Raymond Greene, America's consul general in Okinawa, says: "Asia is going though a period of historic strategic change in the balance of power." True enough, which is why East Asian security and stability require greater national efforts from Japan and its neighbors. Regional defense also warrants improved multilateral cooperation — something which should minimize concerns over an increased Japanese role. The other important question is, defend Japan from what? Today Tokyo faces few obvious security threats. For this reason, many Japanese see little cause for an enlarged Japanese military. However, North Korea's uncertain future and China's ongoing growth should give the Japanese people pause for concern. East Asia might not look so friendly in coming decades. Richard Lawless, assistant secretary of defense for Asian and Pacific security affairs in the Bush administration, claimed: "observers perceive a Japan that is seemingly content to marginalize itself, a Japan that appears to almost intentionally ignore the increasingly complex and dangerous neighborhood in which it is located." Nevertheless, only the Japanese can assess the threats which concern them rather than Washington. And only the Japanese can decide how best to respond to any perceived threats. Moreover, so long as Japan goes hat-in-hand to the United States for protection, Washington is entitled to request — or, more accurately, insist on — bases that serve its interests. And Tokyo cannot easily say no. Before the demonstration Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama said that "It must never happen that we accept the existing plan." Afterwards he visited Okinawa and indicated that he planned to renege on his government's earlier promises: "we must maintain the Japan-U.S. alliance as a deterrent force, and ... we must ask Okinawa to bear some of that burden." He added that "It has become clear from our negotiations with the Americans that we cannot ask them to relocate the base to too far-flung a location." Apparently his government intends to move some facilities elsewhere on Okinawa as well as to the small island of Tokunoshima. With Tokyo retreating from its commitment to chart a more independent course, it is up to the United States to reorder the relationship. Washington policy makers long have enjoyed America's quasi-imperial role. But U.S. citizens are paying for and dying in Washington's quasi-imperial wars. An expansive American role made sense during the Cold War in the aftermath of World War II. That world disappeared two decades ago. Promiscuous intervention in today's world inflates the power of Washington policy makers but harms the interests of U.S. citizens. American forces and personnel are expected to be at perpetual risk guaranteeing the interests of other states, including Japan. Thus the U.S. reliance on Okinawa. Lieutenant General Keith Stalder, the Marine Corps Pacific commander, said the island deployment is "the perfect model" for the alliance's objectives of "deterring, defending and defeating potential adversaries."

For years the most obvious target of the American forces was North Korea, with the 3rd Marine Expeditionary Force (MEF) expected to reinforce the Republic of Korea in the event of war. Yet the ROK is both financially and manpower rich. More recently some Americans have talked about deploying the MEF to seize Pyongyang's nuclear weapons in the event of a North Korean collapse. Alas, so far the North has proved to be surprisingly resilient, so the Marines might wait a long time to undertake this mission. Checking China is next on the potential Okinawa mission list. However, no one expects the United States to launch a ground invasion of the People's Republic of China irrespective of the future course of events. Thus, the MEF wouldn't be very useful in any conflict. In any case, a stronger Japanese military — which already possesses potent capabilities — would be a far better mechanism for encouraging responsible Chinese development. There's also the kitchen sink argument: the Marines are to maintain regional "stability." Pentagon officials draw expanding circles around Okinawa to illustrate potential areas of operation. The mind boggles, however. Should U.S. troops be sent to resolve, say, the long-running Burmese guerrilla war in that nation's east, a flare-up of secessionist sentiment in Indonesia, violent opposition to Fiji's military dictator, or border skirmishes between Cambodia and Thailand? It’s hard to imagine any reason for Washington to jump into any local conflict. America's presumption should be non-involvement rather than intervention in other nations' wars. Making fewer promises to intervene would allow the United States to reduce the number of military personnel and overseas bases. A good place to start in cutting international installations would be Okinawa.
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US-JAPAN RELATIONS STRAINED NOW BECAUSE OF US TROOP PRESENCE

Simpson, 2010 [Dan, a former U.S. ambassador, is a Post-Gazette associate editor; “Let’s Draw Down Our Forces in Japan; As a matter of fact, we have way too many troops in way too many places,” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, March 17; Accessed online at LN]

America's relations with Japan are in a jumble on a number of fronts. The real problem, which nobody wants to address openly, is that 65 years after the end of World War II the United States still has some 50,000 troops in Japan. America is not very good at ending wars, particularly, it seems, those that it wins. In addition to the troops in Japan, there are 56,000 remaining in Germany, long after the end of World War II in Europe and two decades after the end of the Cold War. The United States maintains 28,000 troops in South Korea, 57 years after the end of the Korean War. The United States even continues to maintain a thousand troops in Cuba, which have been there since the 1898 Spanish-American War. (Residual troops will be a question worth watching in the wake of the Iraq war.) These various troop presences are usually justified in the name of grand strategy, although the argumentation becomes tortured. There is no argument for stationing troops in Cuba. Germany, Japan and South Korea are strong, wealthy, democratic states. Japan remains the world's second largest economy. Germany is the fourth, and firmly ensconced in NATO in terms of its defense.
US-JAPAN RELATIONS STRAINED - US TROOP PRESENCE KEY

Simpson, 2010 [Dan, a former U.S. ambassador, is a Post-Gazette associate editor; “Let’s Draw Down Our Forces in Japan; As a matter of fact, we have way too many troops in way too many places,” Pittsburgh Post-Gazette, March 17; Accessed online at LN]

The proximate cause of the disruption in U.S.-Japanese relations was the replacement last year of the Liberal Democratic Party, which had ruled Japan almost continuously since 1955, by the Japanese Democratic Party. It isn't that the JDP is anti-American. It is rather that, as a new party in power, it is quite normal for it to look sharply at some of the basic principles that governed Japanese policy during the 53 years of LDP rule. One of these was Japan's relationship with the United States. An integral part of that -- perhaps the central pole of it -- is the presence of the U.S. troops in Japan. That presence is the cornerstone of a sense on the part of the Japanese that the United States remains fundamentally responsible for their national security. There is friction on an interpersonal basis. When I was stationed at the American Embassy in Reykjavik, Iceland, one of the issues between the United States and Iceland was the presence of some 5,000 U.S. troops at an airbase on the island. To avoid problems, the American service members were discouraged from traveling around the country. In Japan, most of the U.S. troops are on the island of Okinawa, where, from time to time they are involved in accidents; murders; rapes; air, water and noise pollution; and other sources of misunderstanding. The current focus of disagreement between the two countries militarily is the question of relocating a Marine base on the island of Okinawa. According to a 2006 agreement, some of the Marines are scheduled to move to the U.S. island of Guam in 2014, at a cost to the Japanese of $6 billion. (The U.S. troop presence in Japan costs its government an estimated $4 billion a year.) The JDP government also annoyed the administration of President Barack Obama recently by ending Japan's 8-year-old refueling mission in Afghanistan. Another point of sensitivity are the "secret treaties," which dealt inter alia with the introduction into Japanese waters of nuclear weapons on U.S. warships, in violation of Japan's no-nuclear policy, which began with the U.S. nuclear attacks in 1945 on Hiroshima and Nagasaki.
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American stubbornness on Okinawa issue is destroying relations

Rogin, 2010, [Josh Rogin, 5/4/2010, Foreign Policy Magazine, “Japanese lawmaker: Obama pushing us toward China”, http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/05/05/japanese_lawmaker_obama_pushi ng_us_toward _china]

When Barack Obama met briefly with Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama on the sidelines of last month's nuclear summit, he asked the Japanese leader to follow through on his promise to resolve the U.S.-Japan dispute over relocating the Marine Corps base on Okinawa. 

But as Hatoyama's self-imposed May deadline approaches, it doesn't look like the prime minister is going to be able to deliver, and some Japanese lawmakers are now going public with their criticism of the way the Obama administration has handled the issue. 

One of them is Kuniko Tanioka, a member of Japan's upper house of parliament and the ruling Democratic Party of Japan, and a close advisor to Hatoyama. During a visit to Washington Tuesday, Tanioka leveled some of the harshest criticism from a Japanese official to date of the Obama team's handling of the Futenma issue, which is still unresolved despite months of discussions. 

"We are worried because the government of the United States doesn't seem to be treating Prime Minister Hatoyama as an ally," she told an audience at the East-West Center. "The very stubborn attitude of no compromise of the U.S. government on Futenma is clearly pushing Japan away toward China and that is something I'm very worried about." 

Some Japan hands in Washington see Tanioka as marginal, a left-wing backbencher who just recently entered Japanese politics in 2007. But she is close to Hatoyama and serves as the "vice manager" for North America inside the DPJ's internal policy structure. 

At issue is a 2006 agreement between the Bush administration and the former Japanese government run by the Liberal Democratic Party. That agreement would have moved the Futenma Air Station, which sits in the middle of a populated area of Okinawa, to a less obtrusive part of the island. 

Hatoyama and the DPJ campaigned on the promise to alter the plan but ran into a wall when U.S. officials initially insisted the old agreement be honored, even though the old government had been thrown out. 

Since then, Pentagon and State Department officials have been conducting quiet negotiations, but the administration is still waiting for the Japanese side to propose a detailed alternative to the current plan. 

Meanwhile, huge protests in Okinawa have constrained Hatoyama's room for maneuver -- and Tanioka said the United States was partly to blame. 

"It seems to us Japanese that Obama is saying ‘You do it, you solve, it's your problem,'" she said, noting that public opinion polls in Japan show increasing dissatisfaction with the presence of U.S. military forces there. 

Obama should have granted Hatoyama a bilateral meeting during the recent nuclear summit if he is really concerned about Futenma, she said, not just a passing conversation at dinner. 

"If it is such a serious problem, then he should have sat down. If it's not so serious of a problem, he should say so." 
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Troop withdrawal key to US-Japan relations – Asian balance of power

Talmadge 6/22 (Eric Talmadge, Tokyo bureau chief of the Associated Press, June 23, 2010, “ US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5islkPj_84APsquFWNdqr2kuTwDQwD9GG68080) 

Uncertainty over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States." 

Troops are unpopular in Japan – citizen protest prove

Shuster 6/21 (Mike Shuster, diplomatic correspondent and a roving foreign correspondent for National Public Radio, June 21, 2010, “ Japan's PM Faces Test Over U.S. Base On Okinawa”, http://www.npr.org/templates/story/story.php?storyId=127932447) 

In Japan, the problem that led to the dissolution of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's government now is vexing the new government. Earlier this month, Hatoyama resigned over the controversy about the continued presence of thousands of U.S. troops stationed on the Japanese island of Okinawa. He promised but failed to bring about their relocation. We cannot see what he really wants to do on this issue. The new government in Tokyo is facing the same problem with little prospect of a solution. Many of the 18,000 U.S. Marines based in Japan are located at the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma on Okinawa. Over the years, Okinawans have pressed harder and harder to move the base away from their island. After the opposition Democratic Party of Japan pulled off a historic electoral victory last year, Hatoyama got caught by promises to close the base that he couldn't keep. He resigned after only eight months in office.
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US Japan Relations Are Weak – DPJ Wants Troops Gone
Green 6/13 (Michel J Green, senior adviser and Japan Chair at CSIS, June 16, 2010, “Mr. Kan Can Fix U.S.-Japan Ties”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main)
To say the United States-Japan alliance has been strained under the Democratic Party of Japan's leadership is an understatement. Former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama opened his term in September with promises to counterbalance American influence through a closed "East Asia Community" and sowed doubt about Japan's commitment to America's forward presence in Asia by blocking implementation of a plan to build a new air base to replace a Marine Corps facility on Okinawa. He threw the policy-making process into chaos with an antibureaucracy campaign that had inexperienced ministers doing the work of clerks and a collection of playwrights and television pundits in the Prime Minister's Office trying to decide security policy. Worst of all, Mr. Hatoyama let then DPJ Secretary-general Ichiro Ozawa reverse key government decisions based on the wishes of the DPJ's anti-alliance and antimarket coalition partners, the Social Democrats and the People's New Party. Mr. Hatoyama's successor, Naoto Kan, has virtually no track record on foreign- and security-policy, but he appears keen to fix these mistakes. In his first week, he called the U.S.-Japan alliance the cornerstone of Japanese foreign policy; pledged to follow through on building the replacement for the Futenma air base; cancelled a trip to the Shanghai Expo so that he can meet President Obama before going to China; and presented plans at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation trade-ministers' summit for a Pacific free-trade area that includes the U.S. Even more encouraging, Mr. Kan has weakened the influence of Mr. Ozawa and shifted the party's center of gravity toward national-security realists associated with Land and Transport Minister Seiji Maehara. 
US Japan Relations Are Low And Only By Removing Troops From Okinawa And Japan’s Mainland Can They Be Improved
Powell 6/2 (Bill Powell, senior writer for TIME in Shanghai, June 2, 2010, “Hatoyama Failed as PM but Set Japan on a New Course”, http://www.time.com/time/world/article/0,8599,1993402,00.html?xid=rss-topstories)
That Hatoyama campaigned last year on closing the U.S.'s Futenma Marine base on Okinawa — an installation bitterly opposed by the vast majority of residents on the Japanese island — was not a surprise to anyone who had been paying attention to what the future Prime Minister used to say publicly all the time. In 1996, as leader of the then fledgling Democratic Party, he campaigned for the lower house by calling for a renegotiation of the U.S.-Japan Security Treaty, which has been the bedrock of postwar relations between Washington and Tokyo. He further wanted to "adjust, reduce or remove U.S. bases on the [Japanese] mainland and Okinawa," and "map out a structure in which no U.S. forces would be stationed in Japan in normal times." In an article he wrote that year in the highbrow Japanese magazine Bungei Shunju, Hatoyama even pinpointed a year in the future by which he hoped U.S.-Japanese relations would reach "a more equal partnership," as he put it. The target date, he wrote 14 years ago, was 2010. Didn't quite happen, of course. Once in office, the career guys in Japan's Foreign Ministry and U.S. President Barack Obama brought intense pressure on Hatoyama to reverse his stand on the Marine base, and he caved. Okinawans were outraged, and a lot of mainlanders were too. Combined with a bad economy, a general sense of bungling and the odor of financial scandal that constantly hangs about his political godfather, Ichiro Ozawa, Hatoyama's approval rating plummeted to the high teens. So on Wednesday he said he'd go. But the issues that he broached, either directly or indirectly, aren't going anywhere. Hatoyama understood — as does Ozawa and much of the Japanese Establishment — that improving relations with China is central both to Tokyo's security and its prosperity going forward. Unlike several of his predecessors, he declined to visit the controversial Yasukuni Shrine, which honors Japan's war dead, and publicly rebuked the right-wing lobby in Tokyo, which still tries to downplay the country's atrocities during World War II. Relations with both China and South Korea, he said, "would improve and further develop with the correct recognition of history." (The trick for Japan is to move closer to China without souring ties with the U.S. Hatoyama, who is anything but anti-American (he attended graduate school at Stanford), plainly failed in trying to do that. Some Americans, particularly in the Pentagon, view Japan's choice as something of a zero-sum game — if it tries to move closer to China, the U.S. by definition loses. Hawks tend, with some justification, to believe that China's goal is to "peel off" Tokyo from the U.S.-Japan security alliance, thus dealing U.S. influence in the Pacific a serious blow. Presumably Obama and Secretary of State Hillary Clinton are not hawks, and do not share such an up-or-down view of it. Yet Hatoyama managed to frustrate them deeply, to the point that "mending the U.S.-Japan alliance will now not be easy," as Bruce Klingner, a northeast Asia policy analyst at the Heritage Foundation says. 
US Hurts Jap Relations By Insisting on Bases – Removal of Mainland and Okinawa Bases Will Help Relations
AFP 6/23 (AFP, populist weekly newspaper, June 23, 2010, “Japan PM vows to cut US base burden on Okinawa”, http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jURY1ux8w5NSwV5H7Yy-jZzIL6ww) 
Japan's Prime Minister Naoto Kan pledged Wednesday to reduce "the burden" of US bases on Okinawa as the island marked 65 years since the end of a major World War II battle there. Kan was on his first visit to the southern island since he took office on June 8 to attend a ceremony to remember the 83-day bloodbath which killed more than 200,000 people, half of them civilians, in 1945. His predecessor Yukio Hatoyama stepped down this month largely because he had mishandled a dispute over the relocation of an unpopular US airbase on the island, triggering local protests and souring ties with Washington. Kan noted that the US presence on Okinawa had contributed to peace in the Asia-Pacific region but added: "I promise to continue to seriously tackle the reduction of the burden in connection with US military bases." Kan said the island still hosts more than half of the 47,000 US troops in Japan. The bases have long drawn the ire of Okinawans because of aircraft noise, pollution, the risk of accidents and crime. "On behalf of all of our people, I apologise for the burden," Kan said. Futenma and other US bases were established as American forces took the island in one of the bloodiest battles of World War II. Towards the end, Japanese troops forced many residents to kill themselves "honourably" rather than face capture, according to local accounts. "I sincerely express my heartfelt sorrow for the dead," Kan told an audience of more than 5,000 Okinawans who held a minute-long prayer. After the war, Okinawa stayed under US occupation until 1972 and has since then remained the strategic US military keystone in the Pacific. The world's two largest economies have been key security partners, and Wednesday also marked the 50th anniversary of the Japanese ratification of a US-Japan security treaty which both sides had signed on January 19, 1960. Anti-base protests have flared in recent months after Hatoyama first pledged to move the contentious Futenma airbase off Okinawa, than reneged on the promise following protests from the United States. Kan has pledged to follow an accord reached in May under which the base would be relocated within Okinawa as first agreed in 2006, from a crowded city area to the island's coastal Henoko region. "A reduction in the burden of US military bases is not a problem for Okinawa alone," Okinawa Governor Hirokazu Nakaima told the ceremony. "It is a task for every single individual of the country. I hope that a visible reduction of Okinawa's excessive burden will be achieved." 
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Japan Wants US Troops Gone. US Must Reduce Its Military Presence to Maintain Relations – Japanese Voters Prove.
Vaughan March 2010 (Dr. Michael Vaughan, national reporter, March 2010, “Japan’s New Government – Finding Or Losing Its Way?”, http://espace.library.uq.edu.au/eserv/UQ:200332/JAPAN.pdf)Sfitz 
Okinawa is Japan’s poorest Prefecture, its history and culture are distinct from those of the rest of the country and its inhabitants feel like second‐class citizens. They recall that Okinawa bore the brunt of the US invasion of April 1945 and many believe that at the time the Imperial Japanese Army forced its soldiers to commit mass suicide rather than surrender to the Americans. In a poll of Okinawan residents taken in November 2009, more than 52% favored removing all the US bases completely. Just under 12% wished to maintain the status quo, perhaps because of the employment opportunities and rental payments that the US presence provides them.  For its part, the US military has largely treated Okinawa as its own fiefdom since 1945. Some 12,500 Americans died and 37,000 were wounded in the battle for the island. Until it officially reverted to Japan in 1972, the US military ran the place with a free hand, often defying the wishes of both the Japanese Government and the US State Department. In one incident, in 1966, the US military secretly transported nuclear weapons from Okinawa to Honshu, Japan’s main island, in flagrant violation of the 1960 Security Agreement. The US military also resisted Okinawa’s reversion to Japanese rule and it continues to have a proprietary attitude about what takes place there. The US Government should respect Japan’s desire to reduce the US military presence on its sovereign territory, as it has respected the same desire on the part of Germany, South Korea and the Philippines. It should be willing to renegotiate the agreement that governs the presence of US troops in Japan, which to some is redolent of 19th Century assertions of extraterritoriality. It should be aware that, at the end of the day, Japanese voters will determine the course of the alliance. 
The US Must Remove Troops to Increase Relations – Troops are Unnecessary 
Vaughan March 2010 (Dr. Michael Vaughan, national reporter, March 2010, “Japan’s New Government – Finding Or Losing Its Way?”, http://espace.library.uq.edu.au/eserv/UQ:200332/JAPAN.pdf)Sfitz
Nonetheless, it remains to be seen if and how the DPJ will implement its declared policies. It has called for revising the 1960 US‐Japanese status‐of‐forces agreement but has yet to explain how. Secretary General Ozawa has said that US military bases in Japan are unnecessary and that the presence of the US Navy’s Seventh Fleet is sufficient to protect both the United States’ and Japan’s interests. He told reporters in February 2009, “We are depending too heavily on the US, which is why we are so obedient to the wishes of America. If Japan would make up its mind about itself, there would be no need for the US to have its forces on the front lines in Japan.” Prime Minister Hatoyama, for his part, has argued that the presence of the US military is only necessary in times of emergency.  Such calls for reform, however, were tempered by North Korea’s nuclear tests and missile launches. Such fearful developments by the unpredictable and verbally aggressive regime in Pyongyang may have prompted Prime Minister Hatoyama, in his first conversation with President Obama on 3 September 2009, to reaffirm Japan’s familiar commitment to “build[ing] constructive, future‐oriented relations with the Japan‐US alliance as the cornerstone.” Diplomatically, Japan is increasingly becoming dangerously marginalized. It will soon be replaced by China as the world’s second‐largest economy. People are afraid that the US‐Japan relationship is diminishing as the Sino‐US relationship is strengthening. Additionally, partly because of the threat posed by North Koreas nuclear program, the Japanese themselves feel increasingly isolated and exposed. If the DPJ is serious about overcoming Japan’s perceived loss of diplomatic influence, it must revitalize the Japanese economy and demonstrate publicly that its “enter Asia, enter the West” strategy is viable. 
US-Japan Relations Good – Terrorism/Prolif [1/1]

US Japan Relations are Key to Checking International Terrorism and Prolif
Przystup 2005 (James J. Przystup, Senior Research Fellow in the Institute for National Strategic Studies, June 2005, “U.S.-Japan Relations: Progress Toward a Mature Partnership”, http://permanent.access.gpo.gov/lps82539/Przystup_OP_072005.pdf)Sfitz
When the Security Consultative Committee met next, in December 2002 in Washington, DC, it issued a statement at the conclusion of the meeting on December 16 that spoke to the transformed nature of the international security environment. Terrorism was the first issue mentioned. Reflecting the events of 9/11, the document stated that terrorism poses “a serious threat to the U.S., Japan and the entire international community” and that in dealing with international terrorism, “continued action and cooperation are of the highest importance.” Addressing the “threats posed by the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems, including ballistic missiles,” the statement expressed concern that “not only states but also international terrorist organizations are increasingly able to obtain and use weapons of mass destruction and their delivery systems.” Efforts to secure Iraq’s compliance with United Nations Security Council Resolution 1441 were supported by the United States and Japan, who agreed to “coordinate their views even more closely” in the event that “Iraq’s behavior requires further action on the part of the international community.” In the Asia-Pacific region, Washington and Tokyo discussed “persistent instability and uncertainty” attendant on the “expansion and modernization of military capabilities” and focused on activities related to the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) as well as the actions of international terrorists. The governments also expressed “grave concern” with the nuclear challenge posed by North Korea and called on Pyongyang to “to give up any nuclear programs in a prompt and verifiable fashion.”3  Just over 2 years later, on February 19, 2005, the Security Consultative Committee met again in Washington, DC. As highlighted in the Joint Statement issued at the end of the talks, the meeting marked the ongoing convergence of a common strategic vision and a shared understanding that the alliance enhances the security of both countries and the Asia-Pacific region, as well as the cause of “global peace and stability.” Toward the Asia-Pacific region, the Joint Statement set forth a number of common strategic objectives. 
US-Japan Relations Good – Global Security/Stability [1/1]

US Japanese Relations are Key to Global Security and Stability – Japan Wants Equal Partnership in Alliance
Przystup 2005 (James J. Przystup, Senior Research Fellow in the Institute for National Strategic Studies, June 2005, “U.S.-Japan Relations: Progress Toward a Mature Partnership”, http://permanent.access.gpo.gov/lps82539/Przystup_OP_072005.pdf)Sfitz
For the United States, the alliance with Japan remains the keystone of U.S. involvement in Asia and is central to America’s global strategy. Following the 9/11 attacks, among the first American units deployed to Southwest Asia in Operation Enduring Freedom were forces based in Japan. Eighteen months later, U.S. bases in Japan also provided vital support to coalition forces in Operation Iraqi Freedom. Meanwhile, the transformation of the U.S. military presence in Asia to meet the demands of the war on terror as well as more traditional defense commitments is being advanced through ever closer alliance cooperation. In Japan, a process of profound social and economic change continues. As noted in the Special Report, “Japanese society, economy, national identity, and international role” are experiencing historic transformation.9 Issues related to constitutional change are now front-page news. Politically, judging from the results of the 2004 Upper House election, Japan appears to be moving toward a restructuring of its multiparty system, with security issues becoming matters of substantive debate instead of dogmatic polemics. Across society, a new generation of leadership is inexorably moving to assume positions of influence and power. And, after years of stagnation, Japan’s economy is evincing signs of rebounding. Leadership does matter. Both President George W. Bush and Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi have responded to the security challenges of the new century, strengthened the alliance, and thus enhanced its value as an anchor for international security and stability. Style should not be confused with substance; both the President and prime minister have embraced the responsibilities of office and led on both regional and global issues. The personal rapport between the two leaders as well as the steady 4 INSS OCCASIONAL PAPER 2 dialogue between senior officials, particularly between the deputy secretary of state and vice minister for foreign affairs, has served to promote and reinforce understanding between the United States and Japan. The Special Report expressed the view that Japan’s self-imposed restriction on the right of collective self-defense stood as a “constraint on alliance cooperation.” That judgment still stands. The report also argued that the United States should respect the “domestic decisions that form the character of Japanese security policies,” while at the same time making clear that the United States “welcomes a Japan that is willing to make a greater contribution and become a more equal alliance partner.” The steps taken by Japan over the past 4 years toward becoming a more equal alliance partner, and the receptiveness of the United States to those steps, have served to strengthen the bonds between our two countries.10 The Special Report cited the “special relationship” of the United States and United Kingdom as “a model for the alliance.”11 In Japan, not a few editorialists and opinion leaders interpreted this as a call for Japan to become, like the United Kingdom, a nuclear power with substantial power-projection capabilities. This, however, was not the intention of the Study Group participants. Rather, the reference was to the shared values and many common interests that marked the U.S.-UK relationship and serve as the firm foundation for cooperation in dealing with threats to international security. It was that sense of confidence that the Study Group participants hoped to see evolve in the alliance with Japan. The steps taken by the United States and Japan toward that end underscore the progress made over the past 4 years toward a mature partnership. 
Strengthening US Japan Relations is Key to Bilateral Cooperation over Global Security Risks 
Przystup 2005 (James J. Przystup, Senior Research Fellow in the Institute for National Strategic Studies, June 2005, “U.S.-Japan Relations: Progress Toward a Mature Partnership”, http://permanent.access.gpo.gov/lps82539/Przystup_OP_072005.pdf) Sfitz
Strengthening the alliance and the U.S.-Japan relationship has been a central foreign policy goal of the Bush administration. This objective was underscored in the text of the Joint Statement issued on June 30, 2001, by the President and prime minister at the conclusion of their meeting at Camp David.12 Their rapport has facilitated the development and expansion of the bilateral relationship. Personnel decisions also reflected the importance attached to relations with Japan. Several of the participants in the 2000 Study Group were appointed to senior policy-level U.S.-JAPAN RELATIONS 5 positions in the administration that took office on January 20, 2001, most notably Richard Armitage (Deputy Secretary of State) and Paul Wolfowitz (Deputy Secretary of Defense). By the time the Security Consultative Committee held its first post9/11 meeting in December 2002, Japan, animated by concerns about terrorism and the North Korean nuclear threat, had already acted to advance security cooperation with the United States. Twelve months earlier, Japan’s Maritime Self-Defense Force had deployed to the Indian Ocean to support the United States in Operation Enduring Freedom. At the 2002 meeting, Secretary of State Colin Powell and Deputy Secretary of Defense Wolfowitz and their Japanese counterparts, Foreign Minister Yoriko Kawaguchi and the Director General of the Japan Defense Agency, Shigeru Ishiba, noted their mutual concern about the threats posed by terrorism, North Korea’s nuclear weapons program, and WMD proliferation, and underscored the importance of alliance cooperation in meeting them. The ministers acknowledged the need to continue “cooperative research on ballistic missile defense technologies and to intensify consultations and cooperation on missile defense” and “to pursue further improvements in bilateral [defense] planning.”13 As American and Japanese diplomats have worked since October 2002 to eliminate the nuclear challenge posed by North Korea, the U.S. commitment to the alliance has repeatedly been made clear. Deputy Secretary Armitage told visiting members of the Diet that “if there is an attack on Japan, we consider it an attack on ourselves. That’s what the alliance means.”14 Armitage later reiterated the commitment to defend Japan as well as territory administered by Japan (in particular, the Senkaku Islands). The commander of U.S. Forces Japan, Lieutenant General Thomas Waskow, emphasized that the alliance, the “extreme bedrock” of security in East Asia, stood as an “absolute commitment” of the United States.15 For his part, Prime Minister Koizumi, in a March 23, 2003, address to graduates of the National Defense Academy, defined the alliance as “absolutely invaluable” to Japan.16 The prime minister and other Japanese leaders recognized that they could not expect firm U.S. support on North Korea if Tokyo wavered in supporting the United States in Afghanistan and Iraq. To defend Japan and to enhance its security and that of the surrounding region, the prime minister’s advisory Council on Security and Defense Capabilities in October 2004 called for a strengthening of the Japan-U.S. alliance. The advisory council also regarded the alliance as the instrument through which Japan can cooperate in advancing international stability beyond East Asia.17 6 INSS OCCASIONAL PAPER 2 The centrality of the alliance for both countries was again underscored in the February 19, 2005, Joint Statement issued at the conclusion of the Security Consultative Committee “two plus two” meeting in Washington, DC. 
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The coming months are critical in determining the future of Kan and the DPJ

Nikkei Business Online 6/14 [6/14/10, Tomoyuki Isoyama, staff writer, “ Can the DPJ Government Recover? New Prime Minister Naoto Kan Places His Big Bet That It Can”, http://business.nikkeibp.co.jp/article/eng/20100614/214930/] 

If so, the critical point will come after the upcoming upper house elections. Kan's tenure as party president will end in September, since he was only elected to serve the remainder of Hatoyama's term. The DPJ must hold new elections during that month to select its next president, and there are already whispers from members of Ozawa's group that they intend to field a candidate to contest Kan for the position.

More ominously, Ozawa himself says in a video letter to constituents in his home prefecture, "We must win in the upper house elections and create a stable government. . . . Then, I would like to be at the forefront to do all I can to serve you." If the DPJ trails badly in the number of seats it wins, there is no doubt that certain factions will try to remove Kan from the position of party president. However, Kan has already shown that he is a fighter. 
Hatoyama’s resignation has hurt DPJ popularity

Fackler, 6/1, [6/1/2010, Martin Fackler, The New York Times, “Japan’s premiere will quit as approval plummets”, http://www.nytimes.com/2010/06/02/world/asia/02japan.html?ref=global-home?pagewanted=print?pagewanted=print] 

SEOUL, South Korea — Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama of Japan, who swept into power last year with bold promises to revamp the country, then faltered over broken campaign pledges to remove an American base from Okinawa, announced Wednesday that he would step down. Mr. Hatoyama faced growing pressure to quit, eight months after taking office, amid criticism that he had squandered an electoral mandate to change Japan’s sclerotic postwar political order. Since taking office in September, he had come to be seen as an indecisive leader. This image was reinforced by his wavering and eventual backtracking on the base issue, which set off huge demonstrations on Okinawa and drove his approval ratings below 25 percent.  Calls had been rising within his Democratic Party for him to step aside before elections on July 11 that are seen as a referendum on the party’s first year in power. “Unfortunately, the politics of the ruling party did not find reflection in the hearts of the people,” Mr. Hatoyama told an emergency meeting of Democratic lawmakers, broadcast live on television. “It is regrettable that the people were gradually unwilling to listen to us.” Mr. Hatoyama is the fourth Japanese prime minister to resign in four years, which is likely to renew soul-searching about Japan’s inability to produce an effective leader and to feed concerns that political paralysis is preventing Japan from reversing a nearly two-decade-long economic decline. Mr. Hatoyama, who was teary-eyed as he announced his departure, was also following the common Japanese practice of leaders’ resigning to take responsibility for failure. His resignation will not force a change in government, because the Democrats still hold a commanding majority in Parliament’s Lower House, which chooses the prime minister. But it will be a damaging blow to a party that had taken power in a landslide election victory that ended more than a half-century of nearly unbroken one-party control.  Mr. Hatoyama took power with vows to challenge the bureaucracy’s grip on postwar governing and revive Japan’s economy. Instead, his inexperienced government appeared to become consumed by the issue of the Okinawa base and a series of investigations into the political financing of Mr. Hatoyama and his backer in the party, Ichiro Ozawa. Mr. Hatoyama said Wednesday that Mr. Ozawa, the Democratic Party’s secretary general and its shadowy power broker, would also resign. Japan’s public broadcaster, NHK, said the party would meet Friday to choose a new prime minister. Candidates include party veterans Naoto Kan, the finance minister, and Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada. The contention over the American base, which dragged on for months, was emblematic of Mr. Hatoyama’s inability to make up his mind, or follow through on ambitious campaign promises. The Democrats failed to deliver on a number of pledges, from eliminating highway tolls to finding enough savings from cutting waste to finance new subsidies like cash allowances for families with children. Instead, the spending ended up raising concerns that Japan’s ballooning deficit could one day lead to a Greek-style financial collapse. Mr. Hatoyama had been expected to be a diplomatic personality who would be able to build consensus among the members of his ideologically broad party. He had appeared to be naturally suited to the job, as a political blue blood who hailed from one of Japan’s most powerful families. His grandfather had been a founding member of the Liberal Democratic Party, whose long grip on power Mr. Hatoyama’s Democrats ended last summer. He was critic of American-style globalization, and talked of transforming Japan’s public works-driven politics into something closer to a European-style social welfare state. During the election campaign, he had drawn attention by pledging to end Japan’s postwar dependence on the United States, and to build closer ties with China and the rest of Asia. His vow to build a more equal partnership with Washington was symbolized by his pledge to move the United States Marine Air Station Futenma and its noisy helicopters off Okinawa, or out of Japan altogether. In the end, it was the base, and a prolonged dispute with Washington, that proved Mr. Hatoyama’s undoing. Japan’s public did not support altering the military alliance with the United States at a time when neighboring North Korea was testing nuclear weapons, and an increasingly assertive China was sending warships on training exercises near Japanese islands. 
Exts: Japan Politics – Troop Withdrawal Key

Troop withdrawal key to Kan’s popularity

Airey 6/8 [Allison, public affairs director for Kreab Gavin Anderson in Japan, “HATOYAMA RESIGNATION – A NEW START FOR THE DPJ?”, 

http://www.publicaffairsasia.com/publicaffairsasia/AnalysisView.do?id=1211]

 Prime Minister Hatoyama’s resignation on 4 June gives the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) a chance of being redeemed by voters ahead of the Upper House elections in July.  The catalyst for Hatoyama’s resignation was his backflip over the relocation of the US marine airbase currently located in Futenma, and the resulting decision by the Social Democratic Party (SDP) to withdraw from the coalition. Even prior to this, support ratings for his Cabinet had dropped to disastrously low levels. Pressure for his resignation by Upper House members facing the polls under his leadership was already starting to build. The decision to resign must have been a difficult one for Hatoyama and the rest of the party leadership. Personally, Hatoyama has invested a great deal of his career, and personal wealth, in the DPJ. From the party’s viewpoint the resignation risked reinforcing voter disillusionment, by making the DPJ resemble the Liberal Democratic Party (LDP), which saw leadership changes approximately annually. Having decided to change leaders ahead of the election, it would have been meaningless for Ozawato remain in the post of Secretary General. The big slide in the DPJ’s popularity occurred around the time his money scandal surfaced. Voters would not have been satisfied until he had stepped down. Much is therefore being made of the anti-Ozawa character of the new leadership line-up. Newly elected party leader, Naoto Kan, has elevated prominent critics of Ozawa to key positions in the Cabinet and party. Kan has also suggested it would be in the interests of the party and Ozawa himself for him to “remain quiet for a while.” There is a degree of theatre in this. The DPJ sees distancing itself from Ozawa as a way of restoring its credibility. Ozawa himself would acknowledge the liability he represents for the party. How far Ozawa’s influence actually diminishes is another question. Losing his institutional position, along with the damage to his prestige by effectively being forced to resign, no doubt undermine his authority. His skills as a strategist and his power base ensure he will continue to exert a degree of influence from the shadows. Replacing Hatoyama with Kan has had the desired effect of increasing support for the DPJ. Kan has long been a popular figure in Japanese politics. Politically, he stands to the left of Hatoyama on the spectrum, and in Opposition shared many of his ideals, including moving US bases from Okinawa. He is, however, a pragmatist and has made clear his intention to advance the relocation of the Futenma marine airbase in line with government-to-government agreements. He will also balance his commitment to social welfare objectives with the need to address Japan’s Government debt, the urgency of which he came to appreciate as Finance Minister. Security issues were always the DPJ-led coalition government’s Achilles heel, given the wide divergence of views among its members. It is therefore not surprising that they brought about its first casualty. This might have been avoided in the short-term had there been less in the way of conflicting statements and unrealistic promises by the Prime Minister over the Futenma base relocation. Long-term, however, it would have been difficult for the DPJ to maintain it alliance obligations to the US, while keeping its socialist partner happy. The SDP’s departure from the coalition will therefore give the DPJ the policy scope to maintain a credible security posture anchored firmly in the Japan-US alliance. The unease created by Hatoyama’s handling of the alliance confirms the importance voters attach to this. Unless the DPJ improves its strength in the Upper House in July, however, it will need to look for a replacement for its erstwhile partner. 

Exts: Japan Politics – Bases Key

Removal of Bases key to DPJ popularity

Worker’s World 6/10 [6/10/2010, Danann, Sharon, “Huge protests demand US leave Okinawa air base”, http://www.workers.org/2010/world/okinawa_0617/]

Once Hatoyama was elected, however, the U.S. government put heavy pressure on him to go back on his pledge to the Japanese people. Hatoyama finally caved in April and agreed to keep the Futenma base. That’s when all hell broke loose. Huge demonstrations rocked Okinawa and other parts of Japan. On June 2, after his popularity plummeted and his coalition government fell apart, Hatoyama resigned his post, bowing to the greater pressure, the power of the people. When Hatoyama’s Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) swept the Liberal Democratic Party out of office after a 50-year reign, it was partly due to his Okinawa Vision 2008, which called for the complete removal of Futenma, not just moving it away from the heavily populated city of Ginowan. Futenma had been fiercely opposed by the people, especially after the rape of a 12-year-old Okinawan girl by three U.S. servicemen in 1995. The U.S. had then agreed to turn over Futenma in five to seven years. Urgency was added in 2004 when a Marine helicopter crashed into Okinawa International University in Ginowan. Two years later the U.S. agreed to eventually relocate the base to a less populated area. But the people kept up their struggle to get rid of the base altogether. When Okinawans this year sensed that Hatoyama might double-cross them, they launched two months of protests. On April 6-9, some 150 Okinawans staged a sit-in at the Japanese Diet (parliament) building, along with their legislators.

DPJ popularity tied to base relocation

iMarketNews 6/4 [ 6/4/10, “ Japan PM-Elect Kan: To Seek Growth, Fiscal Health, Social Sec”, http://imarketnews.com/node/14473] 

After less than nine months in power, Hatoyama announced his resignation after failing to deliver the key election campaign promise to relocate a controversial U.S. air base outside the tiny southern island of Okinawa.
Kan said his government needs to honor the Japan-U.S. agreement that Futenma Air Base in the middle of a residential area should be moved to the shore of Henoko on Okinawa. Before the lower house elections last August, Hatoyama, who headed the DPJ, vowed to relocate the key U.S. military base on Okinawa somewhere outside the prefecture or even outside the country given the heavy presence of U.S. forces on the tiny island, the site of one of the fiercest battles between the U.S. and Japanese troops in the closing days of World War Two.

The DPJ scored a landslide win in the elections, taking power away from the LDP. Months later Hatoyama found that the U.S. government would not agree to his relocation idea and no other prefectures would accept the air base. The row over the U.S. military presence led to the departure of the Social Democratic Party, one of the two small coalition partners, at the weekend. That has complicated the passage of bills in the upper house of parliament where the DPJ only has a majority thanks to the support of its allies. 

Exts: Japan Politics – US Refusal on Troops Key

US refusal to bargain with troop deployment leads to DPJ unpopularity

Rogin, 6/2 [Josh Rogin, 6/2/10, “Did Obama bring down Hatoyama?”, Foreign Policy Magazine http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/02/did_obama_bring_down_hatoyama]

As Asia hands gawk at the news that Japan's Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has resigned, there is a lot of talk that the Obama administration contributed to his downfall by refusing to give ground on the issue of how to move the Futenma air station, a regionally important but locally unpopular U.S. Marine air base in Okinawa. 

The Washington Note's Steve Clemons was among the first to put blame squarely on Obama, not just for failing to show flexibility in reaction to Hatoyama's attempts to alter the 2006 base deal, which was signed by a previous Japanese government, but also because of the arms-length attitude the U.S. president displayed personally toward his Japanese counterpart. "Barack Obama put huge pressure on Hatoyama, asking him ‘Can I trust you?' He has maintained an icy posture towards Hatoyama, hardly communicating with him or agreeing to meetings - making the Prime Minister ‘lose face,'" Clemons wrote. It's true that Obama and senior administration officials had sour relations with Hatoyama at the highest levels. But on the working levels, U.S. officials insist, there actually was a determined effort to resolve the dispute over the base in a way that both sides could defend domestically. Those efforts included giving Hatoyama's government eight months to figure out how to come around to accepting the bulk of the U.S. proposal and offering him some flexibility so that he could argue to Okinawans that their concerns had been addressed. But in end, the Obama administration sees Hatoyama's downfall as one of his own making, because he failed to manage the expectations of his electorate while also piling on with domestic scandals galore. U.S. officials are hoping the next Japanese prime minister has learned that demonizing the trans-Pacific alliance is a losing proposition. Behind the scenes, there was another dynamic at play. Hatoyama was trying to reorient the private interactions between Tokyo and Washington, seeking to break what he saw as a stranglehold on the relationship by a select number of Washington Japan hands and their allies both in the former ruling party, the Liberal Democratic Party, and within his own Democratic Party of Japan. He also sought to develop closer ties to China, a prospect many in Washington viewed with concern, albeit tempered with confidence that Beijing would ultimately prove an unworkable partner for Tokyo. Hatoyama sent envoys, such as Sen. Kuniko Tanioka, to Washington to try to create alternate channels of communication. But those efforts were neither coordinated nor skilled enough to have real traction. Meanwhile, the Japan hands who have been managing the alliance for decades engaged the Hatoyama government, but still kept up their strong contacts with their LDP and DPJ friends who had a more conventional view of the relationship. "The DPJ ascendance was a symbol of the changing Japan," said Mindy Kotler, director of Asia Policy Point, a Japan-focused non-governmental organization. "The problem in Washington is that there is LDP nostalgia. We should be focused on building up this new generation and we should be more supportive of a more equal relationship between Japan and U.S." Kotler said that the Obama administration didn't intentionally undermine Hatoyama, but didn't help him much either. "There's no reason they couldn't have been more flexible and giving him more political space on Okinawa," she said. "They did a terrible public relations job of explaining that the U.S. military does actually contribute there." Obama administration officials emphatically stress that a vibrant, two-party democracy in Japan, as represented by the success of the DPJ, is in U.S. interests. But they don't want the U.S.-Japan alliance to be the political football that Japanese politicians kick around as they jostle for domestic positioning. As for Hatoyama himself, many in Washington are perfectly happy to see him go. He is likely to be replaced by Naoto Kan, the current finance minister. Kan is not exactly a champion of the U.S. alliance, but analysts say he may cede national-security issues to Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, who is highly regarded. "The Obama administration played it right because they got the agreement, Hatoyama is gone, and we'll get a new leader who is better on this issue and will be ready to move on to other issues," said Daniel Twining, senior fellow for Asia at the German Marshall Fund. Kotler argues that whether or not the Okinawa issue is actually resolved, the Japanese political atmosphere will continue to change, and the U.S. approach to Japan must change with it. "It's a pyrrhic victory and there's still lack of demonstrated understanding that there has been change in Japan," she said. "The overall problem has not gone away." 

Exts: Japan Politics – US Troop Stance

American current stance on military is crushing DPJ

Clemens, 2010, [6/1/2010, Steve Clemens, “Obama Takes Down (the Wrong) Prime Minister”, Steve Clemons directs the American Strategy Program at the New America Foundation and publishes the popular political blog, The Washington Note, http://www.thewashingtonnote.com/archives/2010/06/ obama_takes_dow/]

Yukio Hatoyama also articulated his own defining challenges - including ending bureaucratic control of government and restoring genuine political leadership, opening up Japan's official records of secret deals done with the U.S., enhancing the quality of life for average Japanese citizens, closing the Futenma Marine Corps Air Station in Okinawa, improving Japan's position and sovereignty within the US-Japan Security Relationship andbuilding stronger relations with China among other challenges. For Netanyahu, the defining challenge has been to simultaneously protect Israel's security interests and expansion in the Occupied Territories while rallying support to thwart Iran's nuclear pretensions. For Hu Jintao, it has been to incrementally increase China's global economic and geostrategic position while maintaining high economic growth and not destabilizing the country or creating new costly burdens and responsibilities for China. The interactions between these leaders show how power is deployed and measured, created and destroyed. Netanyahu and Hu Jintao have played their hands best. Obama has been beaten, constrained, but still has global leverage, and Yukio Hatoyama seems to be on the constantly losing end of jan ken pon. While the United States and China have been testing each other from the earliest days of the Obama White House, with the relationship moving from global economic crisis-focused harmony to tensions recently over the Dalai Lama, Taiwan arms sales, and how to deal with Iran, fundamentally the US and China have moved into a de facto G2 arrangement that doesn't necessarily mean that the US and China run the world but does mean that nearly every major global challenge requires consultation and policy coordination between these two global behemoths. China can veto America's global efforts and the US can veto China's. So far, there is general stalemate - jan ken pon, jan ken pon - as they sort out the realities of emerging Chinese power in an international system over which the US is not willing to forfeit control. Obama and Hu Jintao are for the moment, tied - which historically speaking, represents a substantial moving up in the ranks for China and diminished power for the U.S. When it comes to US-Israel relations, Barack Obama started out strong, appointed distinguished former US Senator and Northern Ireland peacemaker George Mitchell to go to work on achieving the same between Israelis and Palestinians, and indicated that Arab states would kick in some normalization-tilting gestures with Israel if Israel would cease all settlement expansion. Obama's equation for moving Middle East peace forward was just too quaint and simple. Even though Israel is completely dependent on American security guarantees and aid and is genuinely a client state of the United States, the pugnacious prime minister of Israel, Benjamin Netanyahu, flamboyantly rebuffed Obama's call to stop settlements. Obama, with some twisting and modification of his position, has essentially forfeited the match to Netanyahu. During the early part of the John F. Kennedy administration, Soviet leader Nikita Khrushchev beat Kennedy in similar challenges and began to doubt Kennedy's resolve and strategic temperament - leading to the Cuban Missile Crisis. Today, Netanyahu has become the Khrushchev of the Obama administration - and one wonders if a crisis lies ahead in which Obama will have to reassert his primacy lest the world think that Israel runs the United States and the Obama presidency. 
But while the Israeli Prime Minister is beating Obama, Obama is clearly smashing the legacy and political position of Japan Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Hatoyama is conceding on a key campaign promise to move Futenma Marine Air Station off of the heavily US-base covered island of Okinawa. Now, some minor functions of Futenma will be transferred off island, but the bulk of the facility will simply be moved to another section of Okinawa. Barack Obama put huge pressure on Hatoyama, asking him "Can I trust you?" He has maintained an icy posture towards Hatoyama, hardly communicating with him or agreeing to meetings - making the Prime Minister "lose face." Contrasting this with the invitation to former Prime Minister Taro Aso to be the first official head of government to visit the White House and Secetary of State Hillary Clinton's decision to make Tokyo her first foreign destination, one can see that while America seems unable to muster pressure to achieve a "win" with Israel, it is more than able to do so with the leader of a rich nation of 128 million people. Hatoyama may survive this rebuke of the United States and this policy reversal that has made him appear weak and indecisive before Japan's citizens, but Obama has been unfair in this standoff with Japan's prime minister. Obama himself promised to close Guantanamo Bay within one year of his presidency. This was a major commitment, and the administration failed to achieve it. But the US is not a parliamentary democracy where executive leadership can rise and fall over a single issue at any time. Presidents get a time period to stack up their wins and their losses so that when re-election comes around, they are measured on a combination of issues. But Hatoyama's government could fall over just this issue - and Obama did little to help the new Prime Minister stack up some wins with the US and the international system before crushing him on Futenma. Japan, despite all of its considerable strengths and what could have been exciting, visionary new leadership from Hatoyama and his Democratic Party colleagues, is still a vassal of the United States - whereas the United States appears more and more a vassal of Israel's interest - and on China, we'll just have to wait and see how history tilts.

Exts: Japan Politics – 2AC Economy Add-on [1/2]

DPJ needs upper house vote for sales tax hike which is key to sustaining the Japanese economy

Kuboto, 6/17, [Yoko Kuboto, 6/17/2010, Reuters News, “UPDATE 2-Japan ruling party to hint at sales tax hike-media”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTOE65F04L20100617]

 OKYO, June 17 (Reuters) - Japan's ruling Democratic Party will leave the door open for an early sales tax rise in its campaign platform for a July 11 poll, media said on Thursday, a major shift from its focus on spending in last year's pledges. In another nod to reality in its campaign platform to be unveiled later on Thursday, the party will also say it will seek to deepen ties with key security ally the United States, the Yomiuri newspaper said. It will also call for transparency in China's defence policies, Yomiuri said.Voter support for the Democrats has rebounded since Prime Minister Naoto Kan took over from his unpopular predecessor Yukio Hatoyama last week, improving the party's chances in the election next month for parliament's upper house. The ruling party will stay in power regardless of the election outcome given its majority in the lower house but the party needs to win a majority in the upper chamber to forge ahead smoothly with policies such as cutting Japan's huge public debt. In the manifesto, the Democrats will call for a "non-partisan discussion on comprehensive tax reform including the sales tax", without specifying a time frame, three major newspapers said. Some in the party have said the manifesto should include a reference to a possible sales tax hike after the next general election, due by late 2013. But Kan, who has made fiscal reform a top priority, pressed to leave out any timeline, leaving the door open for an earlier tax hike, the Yomiuri said. The Democratic Party swept to power in a historic general election last year promising to cut waste and put more cash in consumers' hands to spur growth, while forging a more equal partnership with the United States. But Europe's debt woes have fanned concern about a Japanese public debt already twice the size of the economy, while efforts to revamp ties with Washington ran into trouble amid tensions in a region home to an unpredictable North Korea and a rising China. In their new manifesto, the Democrats will aim to cut the primary balance deficit by more than half by the year to March 2016 from the current level and post a surplus by the year to March 2021, media reported. The party will also promise to "do its best" to keep new bond issuance for the fiscal year starting next April 1 at or below the 44.3 trillion yen earmarked for the current fiscal year, media said. The Democrats will call for the government and the Bank of Japan to cooperate to defeat deflation quickly, the Yomiuri said. The government is expected to unveil on June 22 a medium- and long-term plan to rein in debt. It will adopt stricter fiscal management rules setting a three-year spending cap on state budgets and requiring permanent funding sources for new policy steps, the Nikkei business daily has reported.
Japan economy directly related to US economy and global economy.
Chanlett et. al 09 (Japan-U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress. Emma Chanlett-Avery, Coordinator Specialist in Asian Affairs, William H. Cooper Specialist in International Trade and Finance, Mark E. Manyin Specialist in Asian Affairs, Weston S. Konishi Analyst in Asian Affairs November 25, 2009) 
Japan is one of the United States’ most important economic partners. Outside of North America, it is the United States’ second-largest export market and second-largest source of imports. Japanese firms are the United States’ second-largest source of foreign direct investment, and Japanese investors are the second-largest foreign holders of U.S. treasuries, helping to finance the U.S. deficit and reduce upward pressure on U.S. interest rates. Bilateral trade friction has decreased in recent years, partly because U.S. concern about the trade deficit with Japan has been replaced by concern about a much larger deficit with China. The exception was U.S. criticism over Japan’s decision in 2003 to ban imports of U.S. beef, which have since resumed. However, the economic problems in Japan and United States associated with the credit crisis and the related economic recession and how the two countries deal with those problems will likely dominate their bilateral economic agenda for the foreseeable future. Japan has been hit particularly hard by the financial crisis and subsequent recession. Japan’s gross domestic product (GDP) declined 0.7% in 2008 and is projected to decline by 6.2% by the end of 2009 with a modest rebound expected in 2010. At the same time, the United States is showing some signs of recovery, at least according to some indicators.
Exts: Japan Politics – 2AC Economy Add-on [2/2]

Economic decline results in nuke war

National Security Network, 9 (composed of 2,000 members and experts with a wealth of experience in government service, the private sector and the non-profit sector, 2/13, GLOBAL ECONOMIC CRISIS IS THE GREATEST THREAT, http://www.nsnetwork.org/node/1213)
Global economic crisis is a grave threat to U.S. national security.  The global economic meltdown has already produced serious instability, which according to Director of National Intelligence Dennis Blair, poses a serious threat to the U.S.  “Blair told Congress yesterday that instability in countries around the world caused by the current global economic crisis, rather than terrorism, is the primary near-term security threat to the United States,” reported the Washington Post.  The Director also spoke to the urgency of the issue, saying that “time is probably our greatest threat,” and the “the longer it takes for the recovery to begin, the greater the likelihood of serious damage to US strategic interests.” Blair’s analysis went on to say that “roughly a quarter of the countries in the world have already experienced low-level instability such as government changes because of the current slowdown.”  World Bank President Robert Zoellick expressed similar concerns, warning that the “global economic crisis threatens to become a human crisis in many developing countries.”  A recent issue of the Economist showed how the crisis was wreaking havoc in Asia as well, where GDPs in Hong Kong, Singapore, South Korea and Taiwan have fallen “by an average annualised rate of around 15%,” and exports slumped more than 50% at an annualised rate.”  In Blair’s view, these deteriorating economic conditions present a variety of challenges for the U.S., including “increased economic nationalism,” the inability of allies and friends “to fully meet their defense and humanitarian obligations,” “[p]otential refugee flows from the Caribbean,” and “increased questioning of US stewardship of the global economy and the international financial structure.”  Therefore the U.S. cannot afford to botch its response, as economist Nouriel Roubini recently observed: “[i]n the 1930s, the botched policy response and severe depression led to the rise of nationalistic, militaristic and aggressive regimes in Italy, Germany, Spain, Japan to name a few. The final result was World War II.” 

Exts: Japan Politics – Economy

Hatoyama’s resignation has hurt the popularity of the DPJ. This popularity is needed for fiscal reform

Fujioka, 6/23 [Chisa Fujioka, 6/23/2010, Reuters News, “Japan PM seeks to quell Okinawa anger over U.S. base,” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTRE65M0TS20100623]

Kan took over earlier this month from Yukio Hatoyama, who quit after sparking public outrage for breaking a promise to move a U.S. airbase off the southern island, reluctant host to about half the 49,000 U.S. military personnel in Japan. The dispute over where to relocate the U.S. Marines' Futenma airbase has distracted Washington and Tokyo as the close allies try to cope with an unpredictable North Korea and a rising China.

It has also hurt the popularity of the ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) with voters ahead of a July 11 upper house election, which it needs to win for smooth policymaking, including efforts to rein in huge public debt. "I want to express my gratitude for the fact that this burden contributes to the peace and security of the Asia-Pacific region," Kan said at ceremony to mark the 65th anniversary of the Battle of Okinawa at the end of World War Two, in which about 150,000 Okinawan men, women and children were killed.
"I promise to seriously try all the more to reduce Okinawa's burden related to the U.S. bases and eliminate the associated dangers." Kan, visiting Okinawa for the first time as prime minister, spoke at a memorial park where rows of black stones are engraved with names of those who died in the 82-day battle -- civilians and soldiers on both sides.
Exts: Japan Politics – Economy

Prime Minister Kan is planning to solve Japan’s financial crisis and improve its welfare state. 
Schuman, Michael 6/23/2010 “Japan’s Economy: Nowhere to Hide” http://curiouscapitalist.blogs.time.com/2010/06/23/japan%E2%80%99s-economy-nowhere-to-hide/?xid=rss-topstories
Growth, though, is what Kan is promising, or at least a Japanese version of it. In a long-term economic strategy report approved by Kan's cabinet a few days ago, his government vowed to achieve 2% real growth annually over the next decade. That may not sound like much, but to Japan that would be scorching. The economy has reached GDP growth of 2% or more only five times since 1992, according to IMF data. To meet that target, Kan intends to support new industries, like green energy, and tighten trade links to a growing Asia. But a big part of Kan's program is to try to unlock consumer spending in Japan, thus boosting domestic demand, eradicating excess capacity and finally putting an end to deflation. Like his predecessor, Kan intends to achieve those goals by turning to turn Japan into something like a European welfare state, with improved medical and child day-care services and outright subsidies to help families with young children. Here's what Kan said in a June 11 policy speech: If people are anxious about or distrustful of the social security system --whether it be about medical treatment or nursing care, pensions or child rearing--they will lack the confidence to allocate their money to consumption. Additionally, many aspects of social security can bring about growth by creating employment.
Welfare programs/domestic plans are key to Japanese economy – create jobs and increase consumer spending. 

the Japan Times 6/12/2010 “Mr. Kan States His Approach” - http://search.japantimes.co.jp/cgi-bin/ed20100612a1.html

Mr. Kan declared that in order to build society in which people have hope for the future, he will "rebuild the economy, state finances and social welfare in a unified manner" — in other words, build "a strong economy, strong finances and strong social welfare." Mr. Kan must mobilize all available political resources to achieve this grand goal. His basic approach is — in contrast with a "first way" of relying on massive public works spending and a "second way" of pursing market fundamentalism — to pursue a "third way," which will try to create demand and employment through efforts to solve various social and economic problems. In this line of thinking, he rejected the view that social welfare spending hampers economic growth and said that social welfare includes many fields that create employment, adding that people will start spending, thus increasing domestic demand, only when they have no worries about medical and nursing care services, pension and child-rearing support. For better administration of social welfare, he proposed introduction of a social security number system. This proposal must be examined from a wide range of angles through wide public discussion. Mr. Kan listed "green innovation," "life innovation" (industries related to health and child rearing), "the Asian economy" (especially Japan's role in building infrastructure in other Asian countries) and "tourism/regional revitalization" as areas where contributions to economic growth can be expected. He also stressed the importance of strengthening science and technology and human resources. He must flesh out his ideas in a "new growth strategy" to be announced later this month. 

Exts: Japan Politics – Economy

DPJ needs support for sales tax legislation 

Sieg, 6/26, [6/26/2010, Lina Sieg, Reuters News, “UPDATE 1-Japan Democrats may miss upper house majority-media”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTOE65P00620100626]

TOKYO, June 26 (Reuters) - Japan's ruling Democratic Party could well fall short of an outright majority in a July 11 upper house election and may need to find new allies to control the chamber and smooth policymaking, media reported on Saturday. That would complicate efforts by Prime Minister Naoto Kan to push ahead with efforts to rein in Japan's huge public debt, including a possible doubling of the 5 percent sales tax, that he has put at the heart of his campaign in a risky policy shift. The Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), which swept to power for the first time last year promising to cut waste and focus spending on consumers, will run the government regardless of the result of next month's poll because it controls the lower house.
But the party needs a majority in the upper chamber to enact laws and implement policies smoothly. 

A June 24-25 survey by the Asahi newspaper showed the DPJ could win about 54 of the 121 seats up for grabs in the 242-member upper house, short of the 60 it needs for an outright majority but in line with a target set by Kan. The Nikkei business daily predicted the DPJ could win more than 54, while the Yomiuri newspaper said it might get about 50. All three newspapers said it was up in the air whether the Democrats and their current tiny ally, the pro-spending People's New Party (PNP), could get the 56 seats they need to keep a combined majority together with an affiliated independent.

Kan, Japan's fifth premier in three years, needs a robust showing by the Democrats to fend off any post-election challenge from party rivals, such as powerbroker Ichiro Ozawa, that could make him the latest of the country's revolving-door leaders. Support for the Democratic-led government and the party has rebounded since Kan took over from his unpopular and indecisive predecessor Yukio Hatoyama earlier this month.
But the government's ratings slipped back to around 50 percent after Kan called for debate on raising the 5 percent sales tax to help curb a public debt already about twice the size of the economy, the worst among advanced industrial nations.

DPJ needs popularity for sales tax hike

Tachikawa, 6/24, [Tomoyuki Tachikawa, 6/24/2010, The Wall Street Journal, “Japan 10-Year Yield Hits 7-Year Low”, http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748704911704575326492954390492.html] 

TOKYO—The benchmark 10-year Japanese government bond yield fell to a seven-year low on Thursday as hopes grow that the country's new government will improve the country's finances. The 10-year yield fell 0.025 percentage points to 1.14%, its lowest level since August 2003. Analysts say many investors welcome Prime Minister Naoto Kan's proposal for sales-tax hikes to cut the government's deficit. If expectations grow that the ruling Democratic Party of Japan will win big in the Upper House elections on July 11, paving the way for tax increases, demand for 10-year bonds could keep increasing, they added. "Many vigorous discussions about consumption-tax hikes have accelerated declines in the 10-year JGB yield," Mizuho Securities senior market analyst Makoto Noji said. The DPJ-led government has pledged to balance the nation's main budget over the coming decade under its first fiscal overhaul plan approved Tuesday, and Mr. Kan recently proposed doubling the country's consumption tax rate to 10%. Such moves have driven down yields across the board. Thursday, the 20-year yield dropped 0.04 percentage points to 1.89% and the 30-year yield slid 0.045 percentage points to 1.95%. However, some traders don't expect the trend to last long, saying the Kan administration has yet to provide details of how it can accomplish fiscal reform, and it remains uncertain whether the government really can lift the sales tax. "Given that consumption tax hikes are unpopular with voters, the DPJ may lose the coming Upper House elections," a trader at a Tokyo securities house said. "If the DPJ gives up raising the sales-tax rate, skepticism about Japan's fiscal rehabilitation could grow, pushing JGB yields up sharply." Elsewhere, demand was firm at an auction of two-year notes. The government sold 2.406 trillion yen ($26.77 billion) of the 0.2% bonds with the lowest price of 100.09, in line with traders' predictions. The bonds yielded 0.154% at the lowest price, and 0.153% at an average price of 100.092. 

Exts: Japan Politics – Economy

Japan economy key to global economy

Reuters 08 – [9/3/08, Saft, James, columnist, “ Japan is all too coupled with global economy”, http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSL149673720080903]
That doesn't mean necessarily that Japan is simply acted upon, a weak partner which will feel pain but not cause a lot of its own for others. Japan has been a bit of an unloved step child in the eyes of economists and investors, struggling with its own demons while being outshone by its brash and rapidly growing neighbor China. But it is also hugely integrated into global financial markets, with large overseas holdings of debt and equity, including bonds issued by Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac. A major downturn in Japan could see some of that repatriated. This would be particularly difficult for the United States, which needs not just to recapitalize its financial system but also a steady source for its debt-heavy consumer economy. "If Japan were to go into recession it would be a significant drag for the rest of the world," said Albert Edwards, global strategist at Societe Generale in London. "It would matter for commodities, it would matter for financial markets." 
Exts: Japan Politics – Climate

Upper house elections key to climate bill

Reuters, 6/24, [Reuters News, 6/24/10, “FACTBOX-Policies at stake in Japan's upper house election”, http://www.iii.co.uk/news/?type=afxnews&articleid=7958711&action=article]
TOKYO, June 24 (Reuters) - Campaigning kicked off on Thursday for Japan's July 11 upper house election that the ruling Democratic Party must win to implement policies smoothly as the government tries to rein in debt and engineer growth. Prime Minister Naoto Kan's replacement of unpopular predecessor Yukio Hatoyama this month has boosted the Democrats' chances in the poll, but doubts remain if they can win an outright majority.
Below are key policies that could be affected by the outcome of the election. Debt problems in the euro zone have turned the spotlight on Japan's indebtedness, which the International Monetary Fund put at 217.7 percent of gross domestic product last year, far worse than Greece's debt-to-GDP ratio of 115.1 percent.
Most of Japan's debt is held by domestic investors, who are less sensitive to credit ratings agency downgrades than foreign investors, but that is slowly changing as the population ages and household savings fall.
The previous administration under Hatoyama approved a 2020 goal to cut Japan's greenhouse gas emissions by 25 percent from 1990 levels, premised on an international framework in which major emitting countries agree ambitious targets. The more powerful lower house passed a climate bill including that goal and a short-list of domestic measures to achieve it, but the upper house ran out of time to enact the legislation.
The government is expected to compile a bill with the same goal and submit it to parliament after the election.
2AC Add-on: US Economy [1/2]

US can’t afford its global military commitments now – debt is increasing

Bandow, 2010 [Doug, Senior fellow at the Cato Institute and former special assistant to President Reagan; “Get Out of Japan,” June 18, Accessed online at http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11928, Article also appeared on The National Interest Online]

The days when Uncle Sam could afford to maintain a quasi-empire are over. The national debt already exceeds $13 trillion. America is running a $1.6 trillion deficit this year. Red ink is likely to run another $10 trillion over the next decade — assuming Washington doesn't have to bail out more failed banks, pension funds and whatever else. Social Security and Medicare have a total unfunded liability in excess of $100 trillion. In short, the U.S. government is piling debt on top of debt in order to defend a country well able to protect itself.

The withdrawal of troops from Japan saves the US billions

Cogan, 2010 [Doloris, writer/editor of the Guam Echo, sent by the Institute of Ethnic Affairs in Washington, D.C., to Guam from 1947 to 1950. She worked as Pacific Area assistant in the Department of the Interior from 1951 to 1955; “Move Okinawa Marines to the US,” June 25; Accessed online: http://www.guampdn.com/article/20100625/OPINION02/6250316]

While the conference referred to a $20 billion buildup of the Marianas, the move of troops away from Futenma has been estimated to cost about $26 billion, $10 billion of which would come from U.S. taxpayers and $16 billion through a loan from Japan. Sources of funding do not yet seem clear. The U.S. has already borrowed billions of dollars from China and Japan to keep our federal government afloat. I would hate to see us borrowing more that we would have to pay back with interest in order to make this move. I have recommended transporting the 8,600 troops, and their dependents, back to the mainland, where there are plenty of empty barracks and unemployed workers to build whatever else is necessary. That would save billions of dollars and be a win-win situation.

And, that’s key to preventing stagflation – specifically, China will dump the dollar which tanks our economy

Xinhua February 4, 2010

[Xinhua (Official Chinese News Network) “Record U.S. budget deficit renews China's concern about its dollar assets”

02/04/2010 - http://news.xinhuanet.com/english2010/china/2010-02/04/c_13162484.htm]

Chinese economists are again concerned about the value of the country's dollar-denominated assets after the U.S. government's budget plan unveiled Monday forecast a record deficit for 2010. The economists are worried that, if the Congress approved the budget plan, the U.S. federal government will issue more bonds and print more money to finance the deficit, which may prompt dollar depreciation. Dollar depreciation erodes the value of China's holdings of dollar-denominated assets. The same fears took hold almost one year ago when the U.S. government said it would issue up to 2.56 trillion U.S. dollars of treasury bond debt to stimulate the economy to get through the recession. This time the budget deficit is larger. The Obama administration on Monday proposed a budget of 3.83 trillion U.S. dollars for fiscal year 2011 with a forecast deficit of 1.56 trillion U.S. dollars in 2010. The planned fiscal deficit is 10.6 percent of gross domestic product (GDP) - up from a 9.9 percent share in 2009 - the largest deficit as measured against GDP since the second world war. He Maochun, director of the Center for Economic Diplomacy Studies at Tsinghua University, said the deficit would be financed by those holding U.S. dollar-denominated assets with the main channel to transfer the risks caused by the deficit being the issuance of U.S. treasury bonds. The U.S. is already in enormous debt, with Treasury data showing public debt topping 12 trillion U.S. dollars in November last year, the highest ever. To pay for the deficit, the U.S. federal government will borrow 392 billion dollars in the January to March quarter of 2010, according to a Treasury Department statement released Monday. It will then issue 268 billion U.S. dollars of treasury bonds in the second quarter. Experts said the record deficit suggests the federal reserve will continue to flood more money into the market. The massive issuance of treasury bonds, the large fiscal deficit and the printing of the dollar will prompt further declines in the value of dollar, they said. In 2009, the greenback depreciated against major currencies by 8.5 percent, according to China's State Administration of Foreign Exchange (SAFE). China is the biggest foreign holder of the U.S. government debt. As of the end of November last year, China held 789.6 billion U.S. dollars of U.S. treasury bonds. Moreover, more than 60 percent of China's 2.399 trillion U.S. dollar stockpile of foreign exchange reserves - the world's largest - is in dollars. Cao Honghui, director of the Financial Market Research Office of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (CASS), a government think tank, said the massive U.S. deficit spending and near-zero interest rates would erode the value of U.S. Bonds. The U.S. government should not transfer the problems of enormous debt to other nations or regions that are creditors like China, he added. The SAFE said in a statement in December 2009 that China would diversify its foreign exchange reserve holdings - both currencies and securities - to reduce risk. Liu Yuhui, an economist with the CASS, said late last month China may scale back its purchases of U.S. debt on concern the dollar will decline. China trimmed its holdings of U.S. government debt by 9.3 billion U.S. dollars in November last year - the biggest cut in five months - taking them down to 789.6 billion U.S. Dollars.
2AC Add-on: US Economy [2/2]

Global economic collapse resulting from selling of US debt

Washington Post 2010 (Robert J. Samuelson (Washington Post) “China's $2.4 trillion grip on the global economy” - 1/25/2010 -http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp dyn/content/article/2010/01/24/AR2010012402299_pf.html)
Consider what would happen, hypothetically. China would first sell securities in which its dollars are invested. That would include an estimated $800 billion in U.S. Treasury bonds and securities, plus billions in American stocks and corporate bonds. After unloading the securities and collecting dollars, it would sell the dollars on foreign exchange markets for other currencies: the euro, the yen and who knows what else. The massive disgorging of dollars could trigger another global economic collapse. As China's selling became known, other foreign and American investors might jump on the bandwagon, abandoning dollar securities and shifting currencies. If panic ensued, markets would fall sharply. Banks' and investors' capital and wealth would erode.

Econ collapse leads to war, terrorism, disease

Green and Shrage 2009 [Michael, Senior Advisor @ CSIS, Steven, Scholl Chair @ International Business and a former Official @ the US State Department, Asia Times, March 26, http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Asian_Economy/KC26Dk01.html, online 2009]
For the most part, the focus has been on fragile states such as some in Eastern Europe. However, the Great

Depression taught us that a downward global economic spiral can even have jarring impacts on great powers. It is no mere coincidence that the last great global economic downturn was followed by the most destructive war in human history. In the 1930s, economic desperation helped fuel autocratic regimes and protectionism in a downward economic-security death spiral that engulfed the world in conflict. This spiral was aided by the preoccupation of the United States and other leading nations with economic troubles at home and insufficient attention to working with other powers to maintain stability abroad. Today's challenges are different, yet 1933's London Economic Conference, which failed to stop the drift toward deeper depression and world war, should be a cautionary tale for leaders heading to next month's London Group of 20 (G-20) meeting. There is no question the US must urgently act to address banking issues and to restart its economy. But the lessons of the past suggest that we will also have to keep an eye on those fragile threads in the international system that could begin to unravel if the financial crisis is not reversed early in the Barack Obama administration and realize that economics and security are intertwined in most of the critical challenges we face. A disillusioned rising power? Four areas in Asia merit particular attention, although so far the current financial crisis has not changed Asia's fundamental strategic picture. China is not replacing the US as regional hegemon, since the leadership in Beijing is too nervous about the political implications of the financial crisis at home to actually play a leading role in solving it internationally. Predictions that the US will be brought to its knees because China is the leading holder of US debt often miss key points. China's currency controls and full employment/export-oriented growth strategy give Beijing few choices other than buying US Treasury bills or harming its own economy. Rather than creating new rules or institutions in international finance, or reorienting the Chinese economy to generate greater long-term consumer demand at home, Chinese leaders are desperately clinging to the status quo (though Beijing deserves credit for short-term efforts to stimulate economic growth). The greater danger with China is not an eclipsing of US leadership, but instead the kind of shift in strategic orientation that happened to Japan after the Great Depression. Japan was arguably not a revisionist power before 1932 and sought instead to converge with the global economy through open trade and adoption of the gold standard. The worldwide depression and protectionism of the 1930s devastated the newly exposed Japanese economy and contributed directly to militaristic and autarkic policies in Asia as the Japanese people reacted against what counted for globalization at the time. China today is similarly converging with the global economy, and many experts believe China needs at least 8% annual growth to sustain social stability. Realistic growth predictions for 2009 are closer to 5%. Veteran China hands were watching closely when millions of migrant workers returned to work after the Lunar New Year holiday last month to find factories closed and jobs gone. There were pockets of protests, but nationwide unrest seems unlikely this year, and Chinese leaders are working around the clock to ensure that it does not happen next year either. However, the economic slowdown has only just begun and nobody is certain how it will impact the social contract in China between the ruling communist party and the 1.3 billion Chinese who have come to see President Hu Jintao's call for "harmonious society" as inextricably linked to his promise of "peaceful development". If the Japanese example is any precedent, a sustained economic slowdown has the potential to open a dangerous path from economic nationalism to strategic revisionism in China too. It is noteworthy that North Korea, Myanmar and Iran have all intensified their defiance in the wake of the financial crisis, which has distracted the world's leading nations, limited their moral authority and sown potential discord. With Beijing worried about the potential impact of North Korean belligerence or instability on Chinese internal stability, and leaders in Japan and South Korea under siege in parliament because of the collapse of their stock markets, leaders in the North Korean capital of Pyongyang have grown increasingly boisterous about their country's claims to great power status as a nuclear weapons state. The junta in Myanmar has chosen this moment to arrest hundreds of political dissidents and thumb its nose at fellow members of the 10-country Association of Southeast Asian Nations. Iran continues its nuclear program while exploiting differences between the US, UK and France (or the P-3 group) and China and Russia - differences that could become more pronounced if economic friction with Beijing or Russia crowds out cooperation or if Western European governments grow nervous about sanctions as a tool of policy. It is possible that the economic downturn will make these dangerous states more pliable because of falling fuel prices (Iran) and greater need for foreign aid (North Korea and Myanmar), but that may depend on the extent that authoritarian leaders care about the well-being of their people or face internal political pressures linked to the economy. So far, there is little evidence to suggest either and much evidence to suggest these dangerous states see an opportunity to advance their asymmetrical advantages against the international system. The trend in East Asia has been for developing economies to steadily embrace democracy and the rule of law in order to sustain their national success. But to thrive, new democracies also have to deliver basic economic growth. The economic crisis has hit democracies hard, with Japanese Prime Minister Aso Taro's approval collapsing to single digits in the polls and South Korea's Lee Myung-bak and Taiwan's Ma Ying Jeou doing only a little better (and the collapse in Taiwan's exports - particularly to China - is sure to undermine Ma's argument that a more accommodating stance toward Beijing will bring economic benefits to Taiwan). Thailand's new coalition government has an uncertain future after two years of post-coup drift and now economic crisis. The string of old and new democracies in East Asia has helped to anchor US relations with China and to maintain what former secretary of state Condoleezza Rice once called a "balance of power that favors freedom". A reversal of the democratic expansion of the past two decades would not only impact the global balance of power but also increase the potential number of failed states, with all the attendant risk they bring from harboring terrorists to incubating pandemic diseases and trafficking in persons. It would also undermine the demonstration effect of liberal norms we are urging China to embrace at home. The collapse of financial markets in 1929 was compounded by protectionist measures such as the Smoot- Hawley tariff act in 1932. Suddenly, the economic collapse became a zero-sum race for autarkic trading blocs that became a key cause of war crisis.”
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CHINA ON THE BRINK OF WITHDRAWING SIGNIFICANT INVESTMENTS IN THE DOLLAR, STRICT FISCAL DISCIPLINE ONLY WAY TO HOLD IT OFF

Murdock 2009

(Deroy, columnist with the Scripps Howard News Service, media fellow with the Hoover Institution at Stanford University, NRO, “Obama’s Great Chinese Bank Snobbery” 9/25/09 http://article.nationalreview.com/?

q=ODYzM2Y5MDUwMWI0ZDc1ZGQ2ODNiMWRkZmQzNmVlZmY=&w=MQ==)

In one of today’s richest ironies, America’s fiscal health — such as it is — hinges on the generosity of the Chinese Communist party. Annoying Beijing’s mandarins could prompt them to skip our Treasury auctions. If China stops lending the Treasury money to underwrite Uncle Sam’s spendaholism, the Federal Reserve will need to print even more dollars to nudge the day of reckoning back over the horizon. The Chinese have urged Washington to stop spending and printing so much money, lest inflation turn China’s $800.5 billion in Treasuries into a giant misfortune cookie. Chinese officials have grown increasingly vocal — and decreasingly diplomatic — in asking the U.S. government to start practicing fiscal discipline. “If they [the Fed] keep printing money to buy bonds, it will lead to inflation, and after a year or two the dollar will fall hard,” predicts Chen Siwei, former vice chairman of the Standing Committee of the Chinese National People’s Congress and now its green-energy guru. “Most of our foreign reserves are in U.S. bonds, and this is very difficult to change, so we will diversify incremental reserves into euros, yen, and other currencies.” Ambrose Evans-Pritchard of London’s Daily Telegraph reported September 6 on Siwei’s remarks at the European House-Ambrosetti’s economic forum in Cernobbio, on Italy’s breathtaking Lake Como. “Gold is definitely an alternative, but when we buy, the price goes up,” Siwei continued. “We have to do it carefully so as not to stimulate the markets.” In other words, like a panda bear in a jewelry shop, China is tiptoeing away from the dollar and into gold, and doing so quietly enough not to rattle commodity and currency traders. This month, China also bought $50 billion in Special Drawing Rights, the International Monetary Fund’s brand-new Esperanto currency that blends euros, pounds, yen, and dollars. “The U.S. spends tomorrow’s money today,” Siwei’s bluntly added. “We Chinese spend today’s money tomorrow. That’s why we have this financial crisis.”
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China is the largest US debt holder and are concerned about reckless spending

Landler 10

(Mark, NYT Journalist, February 4, 2010, “China Shows Little Patience for U.S. Currency Pressure”)

<http://www.nytimes.com/2010/02/05/world/asia/05diplo.html>

On economics, Chinese officials now regularly lecture their American counterparts on the need to maintain the value of the American dollar. China, which has more than $2.4 trillion in foreign exchange reserves, is the largest holder of American debt. On Wednesday, Xinhua, the official state news agency, . the official state news agency said Chinese economists are concerned that the American government, suffering from a record budget deficit, could print more dollars and issue more bonds, eroding the value of the dollar. The finger-wagging from the American side is almost certain to intensify too. With mid-term elections this fall, Mr. Obama is under pressure to alleviate the high unemployment rate in the United States. Mr. Obama said last week in his State of the Union speech that he hoped to double American exports within five years. In China, the export industry is a large employer in the coastal regions and draws hordes of migrant workers from interior provinces. Exports have slowed considerably since the global financial crisis began, and Chinese
leaders and economists have been saying that domestic consumption should become a larger part of the economy.

China is willing to dump dollar

Wall Street Journal February 5 th 2010

George Glider (Wall Street Journal, founder of the Discovery Institute, and author of "The Israel Test") “Why Antagonize

China?” – 02/05/2010 - http://online.wsj.com/article/SB20001424052748704041504575045573110641044.html

It started last June in Beijing when U.S. Treasury Secretary Timothy Geithner lectured Chinese Premier Wen Jiabao, who recoiled like a man cornered by a crank at a cocktail party. Mr. Geithner was haranguing the Chinese on two highly questionable themes, neither arguably in the interests of either country: the need to suppress energy output in the name of global warming—a subject on which Mr. Geithner has no expertise— and the need for a Chinese dollar devaluation, on which one can scarcely imagine that he can persuade Chinese holders of a trillion dollars of reserves. This week in a meeting with Senate Democrats, President Obama continued to fret about the dollar being too strong against the yuan at a time when most of the world's investors fear that the Chinese will act on his words and crash the dollar.
Exts: Japan Rearm – Inevitable

Japan rearm inevitable and key to security

Hemm, 08- Yale Alumnus 08, Corporate Associate Covington & Burling LLP Law firm (2/6/2008, Robert M, “Recent Developments,” http://www.yale.edu/yjil/PDFs/vol_33/Recent_Developments_v33_1.pdf, CJC)

U.S. encouragement to rearm occurs at a time when Japan is increasingly concerned about its neighbors and feels it must bolster its military to ensure its security. In 1998, North Korea fired a Taepodong-1 missile over Japan, and has since test-fired seven more long-range missiles. Four years later, North Korea declared that it already possessed and was continuing to develop nuclear weapons, and claimed to have performed its first successful nuclear weapons test in 2006. In 2003, North Korea announced its withdrawal from the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty. China has also appeared threatening to Japan. In recent years, Chinese submarines and aircraft have repeatedly entered Japanese sea and air spaces, and Chinese civilians have staged sometimes violent anti-Japanese protests, perhaps conducted with official Chinese sanction. In response to perceived Chinese and North Korean military buildup and aggression, Japanese nationalism and public support for rearming and revising the constitution to eliminate pacifism have grown,22 as has support for Japanese politicians who advocate these policies.23 

Japan rearm is inevitable
Hughes 07 – PhD, Assistant professor of political science and international affairs at the Elliot School of international affairs George Washington University (3/12/07, Llewelyn, “Why Japan Will Not Go Nuclear (Yet): International and Domestic Constraints on the Nuclearization of Japan,” MIT Press Journals, CJC) 
Japan’s status as a nonnuclear weapons state remains of ongoing interest to policy analysts and scholars of international relations. For some, Japanese nuclearization is a question not of whether but of when; Japan has significant economic power and a sophisticated technological base, including a large civilian nuclear program with reprocessing facilities.1 For others, Japan’s reticence in security policy, of which its declaration not to manufacture, possess, or introduce nuclear weapons is a component, demonstrates the importance of normative variables in determining policy outcomes.2 This article reassesses the state of the evidence on the nuclearization of Japan. There are at least three reasons for doing so. First, changes in the regional and international security environment add credence to arguments that Japanese nuclearization will occur sooner rather than later. Most notably, the emergence of North Korea as a nuclear weapons state increases the threat to Japan, while the salience of the two central components of its strategy to defend against nuclear threats—multilateral regimes and the United States’ extension of its nuclear deterrent to Japan—have been undermined.3 Second, a decision by Japan to pursue an independent nuclear deterrent would undermine the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty (NPT) regime, which is already viewed by some as “teetering on the brink of irrelevancy.”4 Such a decision would also worsen regional security relations, possibly leading China to bolster its nuclear weapons force and South Korea to reconsider its nuclear weapons policy. Third, recent deployments of Japan’s Self-Defense Forces suggest that normative constraints on Japanese security policy are loosening. Despite ongoing constitutional limits on the application of military force, Japan has expanded the scope of Self-Defense Forces operations to include the Indian Ocean and Iraq; it has also acquired military equipment suggestive of a desire to increase its power projection capabilities.5 Additionally, electoral reform has weakened Japanese political parties that have been strongly opposed to a more active role for Japan’s military. Further, centralization of authority in the prime minister and Cabinet Office has increased the institutional freedom of action of Japanese leaders, enabling them to overcome political opposition to changes in security policy to a degree not possible in the past. 
Exts: Japan Rearm – Fast 

Japan will rearm as soon as they end their security dependence upon the US
Kang, 03-  Professor of Government, Adjunct Associate Professor at the Tuck School of Business, Research Director of the Center for International Business (Spring 2003, David C, “Getting Asia Wrong: The Need For New Analytical Frameworks,” JSTOR, CJC)
 For example, in his most recent book, John Mearsheimer argues that although Japan (and Germany) have "the potential in terms of population and wealth to become great powers ... they depend on the United States for their security, and are effectively semi-sovereign states, not great powers."22 This begs a number of questions: For instance, why define Japan, which has the second largest economy in the world, as "semi-sovereign"? Indeed why would such an economically advanced state ever allow itself to remain "semi- sovereign"? Mearsheimer's book is focused on building a theory of offensive realism, but the logic of offensive realism would lead to the conclusion that Japan should have rearmed long ago. The onus is on those predicting an increase in power politics in Asia to state clearly what evidence would falsify their arguments or challenge their assumptions, not to explain away objections or ignore contradictory evidence. A clearer explication of their hypotheses and the refutable propositions would be a genuine contribution to the field. 
Exts: Japan Rearm Good - China
Japanese rearm curbs Chinese hegemony in Asia

Carpenter, 10- vice president for defense and foreign-policy studies at the Cato Institute ( 4/7/2010, Ted Galen, “Tokyo Rising,”  http://www.cato.org/pub_display.php?pub_id=11665, CJC)

Even in those countries, though, the intensity of the opposition to Japan becoming a normal great power and playing a more serious security role is waning. And in the rest of the region, the response to that prospect ranges from receptive to enthusiastic. That emerging realism is encouraging. The alternative to Japan and India (and possibly other actors, such as Indonesia and Vietnam) becoming strategic counterweights to a rising China ought to be worrisome. Given America's gradually waning hegemony, a failure by other major countries to step up and be significant security players would lead to a troubling power vacuum in the region. A vacuum that China would be well-positioned to fill. If China does not succumb to internal weaknesses (which are not trivial), it will almost certainly be the most prominent power in East Asia in the coming decades, gradually displacing the United States. But there is a big difference between being the leading power and being a hegemon. The latter is a result that Americans cannot welcome. The emergence of a multipolar power system in East Asia is the best outcome both for the United States and China's neighbors. It is gratifying that nations in the region seem to be reaching that conclusion. Australia and New Zealand may be a little ahead of the curve in that process, but the attitude in those countries about the desirability of Japan and India adopting more active security roles is not unique. Washington should embrace a similar view.

Exts: Japan Rearm Good – Asian Stability

Japanese prolif is key to Asian stability

White, 2008 [Hugh, Visiting Fellow at the Lowy Institute for International Policy and Professor of Strategic Studies at the Australian National University; “Why Japan might have to go nuclear,” July 16, http://www.lowyinterpreter.org/post/2008/07/16/Why-Japan-might-have-to-go-nuclear.aspx]
I should have known Sam would not let me get away with the rather provocative comment in my post last week about Japan and nuclear weapons without a more detailed explanation. So here it is. The idea I touched on is that the establishment of a stable new order in Asia that accommodates China’s growing power may require Japan to become more strategically independent of the US, and that this may require Japan to develop its own nuclear capability. In other words, I am exploring the idea that we may find that a nuclear-armed Japan is the price we have to pay for a stable new order in Asia. To see why this might be so, we have to look at Japan’s situation.  For decades, Japan has accepted its place as America’s strategic client. That has paid big dividends for Japan and for the rest of us, but it has also entailed some costs and risks for Japan. Those risks have been acceptable as long as Japan has been confident that the US would put Japan ahead of any potential adversary if it came to a crunch. But it has meant that Japan has always been anxious that a shift in US priorities could raise the risks that, if forced to choose, the US would not back Japan against an adversary. Hence Japan’s nervousness whenever US-China relations have seemed likely to eclipse US-Japan relations. China’s rise sharpens these concerns. Japan has good reason to fear that as China’s influence in Asia grows, it will use that influence to marginalise and eventually try to dominate Japan. As long as Japan depends on the US for its security, its only defence against China’s growing power is to rely on, and encourage, the US to contest and contain China’s growing influence. Behind the diplomacy, that is what we have been seeing in recent years. The problem for all of us, including Japan, is that a peaceful future in Asia is going to depend on the US and China getting on well. That will mean, among other things, as China’s power grows the US will have to accord China a greater place in Asia’s power structure – in other words, it will have to treat China as an equal. So Japan faces a really tough dilemma. As long as it relies on the US for its security, Japan will understandably feel threatened if the US accords more weight to China. But if the US does not do this, US-China relations will deteriorate, which would likewise be a disaster for Japan, as well as for the rest of us. The only way out seems to be for Japan to cease to rely on the US for its security, and to become itself an equal partner in a concert of great powers in Asia. Only in such a structure can Japan feel comfortable with a closer US-China relationship in which the US concedes strategic space to China’s growing power. And only if that happens can we look forward to a peaceful future in Asia. The heart of Japan’s strategic dependence on the US is its reliance on US extended deterrence against nuclear threats. And for the Japanese, nuclear threats are not hypothetical: they have three nuclear-armed close neighbours. So for Japan to establish the kind of strategic independence of the US which seems to be required to build a stable order in Asia in coming decades, it needs to ease its dependence on US extended deterrence. Unfortunately there is no easy or incremental way to do that: either Japan is a nuclear power or it is not. Hence we may find that a nuclear-armed Japan is a necessary condition for a stable and sustainable US-China relationship, and hence for a stable Asian region.

Exts: Japan Rearm Good – Checks Nuke Escalation

Even if it doesn’t prevent conflict, Japanese prolif prevents nuclear escalation

Schoff, 2009 [James L., Associate Director of the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis Asia-Pacific and specialist in East Asian Security and non-proliferation issues; “Realigning Priorities: The U.S.-Japan Alliance & the Future of Extended Deterrence,” Accessed online: http://www.ifpa.org/pdf/RealignPriorities.pdf]

Some prominent Japanese foreign policy specialists, however, do suggest that even if it was not sufficient to de- ter a China-scale force in all circumstances, a Japanese national nuclear deterrent could so complicate strategic calculations in Beijing that China would think twice before threatening to use (or actually use) its own nuclear forces in a regional crisis or conflict (Okazaki 2003). In this way, so the argument goes, Japan could play a reinforcing role to the U.S. strategic deterrent, as the British nuclear force to some extent has done in Europe (Group Ichigaya 2007). Strategic calculations are beginning to find their way into the debate.
JAPAN KEY U.S. ECONOMY
JAPAN’S BOND HOLDINGS MAKE IT A CORNERSTONE OF THE US ECONOMY
Flanigan 2003 <James, July 13, “Japan’s Two Economies Need to Travel One Path,” Los Angeles Times, Lexis>

With the global side of the Japanese economy doing so well, does it matter that, back home, the economy is such a mess?

It does. Japan can't afford a weak and isolated domestic economy -- and the United States can't afford for Japan to have one either. Japan is a leading U.S. trading partner and lender-investor, with the Japanese government holding an estimated $500 billion in U.S. Treasury notes and bonds.

Japan literally holds a mortgage on the U.S. economy.

JAPANESE ECONOMIC COLLAPSE WILL DRAG THE U.S. ECONOMY WITH IT. 
Atlantic Monthly 2004 <1/1, lexis, Sherle R. Schwenninger is a co-director of the Global Economic Policy Program and the director of the fellowship program at the New America Foundation. He is also a senior fellow at the World Policy Institute>

Despite its unchallenged military might, the United States has an Achilles' heel: its economy depends on foreign capital. Though hardly anyone acknowledges this publicly, China and Japan already hold so much American debt that, theoretically, each could exert enormous leverage on American foreign policy. So far, the economic dependence of these countries on American consumers has kept them from exercising such power. But what would happen if, for instance, Washington changed its one-China policy and officially recognized Taiwan? Or if the Bush Administration threatened to invade North Korea? Simply by dumping U.S. Treasury bills and other dollar-denominated assets, China--which holds more federal U.S. debt than any other country--could cause the value of the dollar to plummet, leading to a major crisis for the U.S. economy. China and Japan wouldn't have to be consciously hostile to wreak havoc; they could create a currency crisis by accident, through either bad policy decisions or instability in their own economies. Both countries have weak banking systems that are burdened by bad loans that will never be repaid. Economists have long warned that the collapse of Japan's banking system could devastate the United States. A Chinese banking crisis could cause equally severe problems.

japan economy key world economy
JAPAN’S ECONOMY KEY TO GLOBAL ECONOMIC GROWTH
Foley, US Ambassador of Japan, 1999 <Thomas, Speech to Nagoya America-Japan Society, April 15, http://usembassy.state.gov/posts/ja4/wwwh5008.html >

And just a word about a subject very dear to the heart of the United States, and that is the subject of the growth and development of the Japanese economy. I am occasionally distressed by reading reports that many people in Japan believe that somehow the United States wants a weak Japanese economy. In one poll, about 30 percent of the Japanese respondents indicated that they believed that the United States wanted a weak Japanese economy rather than a strong Japanese economy. The absolute opposite is true. And not just out of respect and admiration and friendship for our ally Japan, but because in the U.S. self-interest, a strong, robust, growing Japanese economy is what helps our economy and helps the world economy.

We value very highly the measures that have been taken by the Japanese government in stimulating the economy, providing opportunities for the recapitalization of the banking system, and reduction of taxes, and other efforts to bring the Japanese economy back to a period of growth. We now hope that Japan will consider restructuring some of its business regulatory regime which prevent the private sector from carrying forward stimulus efforts and restoring the Japanese economy to even greater levels of productivity and growth.

General Prolif Good

Proliferation solves large scale Asia war

Layne, 96- fellow of the Center for Science and International Affairs at Harvard University's Kennedy School of Government (Spring 1996, Christopher, “Less is more - realistic foreign policies for East Asia,” http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_m2751/is_n43/ai_18298481/pg_9/?tag=content;col1, CJC)
Finally, as the post-Cold War strategy of preponderance calls for the United States to reprise in East Asia its Cold War extended nuclear deterrence policy, it is dangerous. Extended nuclear deterrence has always been a difficult strategy to implement successfully because deterring an attack on one's allies is harder than deterring an attack on oneself. This is doubly true when the potential aggressor is a nuclear power because, as Charles de Gaulle reasoned well, rational states will not risk suicide to save their allies. For both protector and protected, extended nuclear deterrence raises constant and ultimately insoluble dilemmas of credibility and reassurance. The conditions that contributed to successful extended nuclear deterrence in Cold War Europe do not exist in post-Cold War East Asia. Unlike the situation that prevailed in Europe between 1948 and 1990 -- which was fundamentally stable and static -- East Asia is a volatile region in which all the major players -- Japan, China, Korea, Russia, Vietnam -- are candidates to become involved in large-scale war. There is no clear and inviolable status quo. The lines of demarcation between spheres of influence are already blurred and may well become more so as Chinese and Japanese influence expand simultaneously, increasing the number and unpredictability of regional rivalries. The status of Taiwan, tension along the 38th Parallel in Korea, conflicting claims to ownership of the Spratly Islands, and the Sino-Japanese territorial dispute over the Senkaku Islands are only a few of the flash-points that could ignite a great power war in East Asia. Washington will clearly exercise far less control over the policies of East Asian powers than it exercised over America's European allies during the Cold War. Hence, the risk of being chain-ganged into a nuclear conflict are much higher for the United States in post-Cold War East Asia if it maintains or extends nuclear guarantees to any of the region's major states.

Proliferation will expand the deterrence bubble, leading to peace

Lemencier, 3- Director, Laboratoire d’Economie Publique( 2003, Bertrand, “Nuclear Weapons Proliferation: A Blessing or a Curse?,” http://lemennicier.bwm-mediasoft.com/cv.php , CJC)
Is the nuclear proliferation a blessing? Yes it is. Why? Because things that are good for us are good for others. Terror equilibrium has been guarantor of peace in Europe during the Cold War. Without it Soviets could have a temptation to invade Europe. When there are no nuclear weapons there are classic wars, which can result in massacres comparable to the First World War. Iran/Iraq war was compared to the war between France and Germany. If both sides had nuclear weapons they would hesitate to enter the conflict, which would have saved millions of lives. Possession of nuclear weapons is a good and not a bad. Its dissemination is good and not bad. Indeed, the more countries possess such dissuasive weapon, the wider will be the territory of peace and stability, which we experienced in Europe throughout the Cold War. There have to be serious arguments used in order to prohibit certain country to use such means of dissuading potential aggressors.
Prolif increases international stability
Waltz, 3- Adjunct professor, Columbia University (2003, Kenneth N, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, With Scott D. Sagan,” p. 43-45, CJC)
What will a world populated by a few more nuclear states look like? I have drawn a picture of such a world that accords with experience throughout the nuclear age. Those who dread a world with more nuclear states do little more than assert that more is worse and claim without substantiation that new nuclear states will be less responsible and less capable of self control than the old ones have been. They feel fears that many felt when they imagined how a nuclear China would behave.  Such fears have proved unfounded as nuclear weapons have slowly spread. I have found many reasons for believing that with more nuclear states the world will have a promising future. I have reached this unusual conclusion for three main reasons.  First, international politics is a self-help system, and in such systems the principal parties determine their own fate, the fate of other parties, and the fate of the system. This will continue to be so.  Second, nuclear weaponry makes miscalculation difficult because it is hard not to be aware of how much damage a small number of warheads can do. Early in this century Norman Angell argued that war would not occur because it could not pay.  But conventional wars have brought political gains to some countries at the expense of others. Among nuclear countries, possible losses in war overwhelm possible gains. In the nuclear age Angell's dictum becomes persuasive. When the active use of force threatens to bring great losses, war becomes less likely. This proposition is widely accepted but insufficiently emphasized. Nuclear weapons reduced the chances of war between the United States and the Soviet Union and between the Soviet Union and China. One must expect them to have similar effects elsewhere. Where nuclear weapons threaten to make the cost of wars immense, who will dare to start them?  Third, new nuclear states will feel the constraints that present nuclear states have experienced. New nuclear states will be more concerned for their safety and more mindful of dangers than some of the old ones have been. Until recently, only the great and some of the major powers have had nuclear weapons. While nuclear weapons have spread slowly, con- [*45] ventional weapons have proliferated. Under these circumstances, wars have been fought not at the center but at the periphery of international politics. The likelihood of war decreases as deterrent and defensive capabilities increase. Nuclear weapons make wars hard to start. These statements hold for small as for big nuclear powers. Because they do, the gradual spread of nuclear weapons is more to be welcomed than feared.    
General Prolif Good

Nuclear prolif enhances deterrence
Waltz, 3- Adjunct professor, Columbia University (2003, Kenneth N, “The Spread of Nuclear Weapons: A Debate Renewed, With Scott D. Sagan,” p. 6-9, CJC)
Weapons and strategies change the situation of states in ways that make them more or less secure. If weapons are not well suited for conquest, neighbors have more peace of mind.  We should expect war to become less likely when weaponry is such as to make conquest more: difficult, to discourage preemptive and preventive war, and to make coercive threats less credible. Do nuclear weapons have these effects? Some answers can be found by considering how nuclear deterrence and nuclear defense improve the prospects for peace.  First, war can be fought in the face of deterrent threats, but the higher the stakes and the closer a country moves toward winning them, the more surely that country invites retaliation and risks its own destruction. States are not likely to run major risks for minor gains. War between nuclear states may escalate as the loser uses larger and larger warheads.  Fearing that, states will want to draw back. Not escalation but de-escalation becomes likely. War remains possible, but victory in war is too dangerous to fight for. If states can score only small gains, because large ones risk retaliation, they have little incentive to fight.  Second, states act with less care if the expected costs of war are low and with more care if they are high. In 1853 and 1854 Britain and France expected to win an easy victory if they went to war against Russia. Prestige abroad and political popularity at home would be gained, if not much else. The vagueness of their expectations was matched by the carelessness of their actions. In blundering into the Crimean War, they acted hastily on scant information, pandered to their people's frenzy for war, showed more concern for an ally's whim than for the adversary's situation, failed to specify the changes in behavior that threats were supposed to bring, and inclined toward testing strength first and bargaining second. In sharp contrast, the presence of nuclear weapons makes states exceedingly cautious. Think of Kennedy and Khrushchev in the Cuban missile crisis. Why fight if you can't win much and might lose everything?  Third, the deterrent deployment of nuclear weapons contributes more to a country's security than does conquest of territory. A country with a deterrent strategy does not need territory as much as a country relying on conventional defense. A deterrent strategy makes it unnecessary for a country to fight for the sake of increasing its security, and thus removes a major cause of war. Fourth, deterrent effect depends both on capabilities and on the will to use them. The will of the attacked, striving to preserve its own territory, can be presumed to be stronger than the will of the attacker, striving to annex someone else's territory. Knowing this, the would-be attacker is further inhibited. Fifth, certainty about the relative strength of adversaries also makes war less likely. From the late nineteenth century onward, the speed of technological innovation increased the difficulty of estimating relative strengths and predicting the course of campaigns. Since World War II, technological advance has been even faster, but short of a ballistic missile defense breakthrough, this has not mattered. It did not disturb the American-Soviet military equilibrium, because one side's missiles were not made obsolete by improvements in the other side's missiles. In 1906, the British Dreadnought, with the greater range and fire power of its guns, made older battleships obsolete. This does not happen to missiles. As Bernard Brodie put it, "Weapons that do not have to fight their like do not become useless because of the advent of newer and superior types."  They may have to survive their like, but that is a much simpler problem to solve.  Many wars might have been avoided had their outcomes been foreseen. "To be sure," Georg Simmel wrote, "the most effective presupposition for preventing struggle, the exact knowledge of the comparative strength of the two parties, is very often only to be obtained by the actual fighting out of the conflict."  Miscalculation causes wars. One side expects victory at an affordable price, while the other side hopes to avoid defeat. Here the differences between conventional and nuclear worlds are fundamental. In the former, states are too often tempted to act on advantages that are wishfully discerned and narrowly calculated. In 1914, neither Germany nor France tried very hard to avoid a general war. Both hoped for victory even though they believed the opposing coalitions to be quite evenly matched. In 1941, Japan, in attacking the United States, could hope for victory only if a series of events that were possible but unlikely took place.   Japan hoped to grab resources sufficient for continuing its war against China and then to dig in to defend a limited perimeter. Meanwhile, the United States and Britain would have to deal with Germany, supposedly having defeated the Soviet Union and therefore reigning supreme in Europe.  Japan could then hope to fight a defensive war until America, her purpose weakened, became willing to make a compromise peace in Asia.   Countries more readily run the risk of war when defeat, if it comes, is distant and is expected to bring only limited damage. Given such expectations, leaders do not have to be crazy to sound the trumpet and urge their people to be bold and courageous in the pursuit of victory. The outcome of battIes and the course of campaigns are hard to foresee because so many things affect them. Predicting the result of conventional wars has proved difficult.  Uncertainty about outcomes does not work decisively against the fighting of wars in conventional worlds. Countries armed with conventional weapons go to war knowing that even in defeat their suffering will be limited. Calculations about nuclear war are made differently. A nuclear world calls for a different kind of reasoning. If countries armed with nuclear weapons go to war with each other, they do so knowing that their suffering may be unlimited. Of course, it also may not be, but that is not the kind of uncertainty that encourages anyone to use force. In a conventional world, one is uncertain about winning or losing. In a nuclear world, one is uncertain about surviving or being annihilated. If force is used, and not kept within limits, catastrophe will result. That prediction is easy to make because it does not require close estimates of opposing forces. The number of one's cities that can be severely damaged is equal to the number of strategic warheads an adversary can deliver. Variations of number mean little within wide ranges. The expected effect of the deterrent achieves an easy clarity because wide margins of error in estimates of the damage one may suffer do not matter. Do we expect to lose one city or two, two cities or ten? When these are the pertinent questions, we stop thinking about running risks and start worrying about how to avoid them. In a conventional world, deterrent threats are ineffective because the damage threatened is distant, limited, and problematic. Nuclear weapons make military miscalculation, difficult and politically pertinent prediction easy.

Exts: Total Withdrawal Solves

Total withdrawal of troops solves US-Japan relations and any chance for entanglements

Miyasato, 2009 [Seigen, Chairman of the Study Group of Okinawa External Affairs; “Letter to the Preseident: A Letter to President Obama from Okinawans,” November 9; Accessed online:

http://closethebase.org/background/letter-to-the-president/]

We are residents of Okinawa and we would like to express our views regarding the United States Marine Corps Futenma Air Station and the current agreement to build a new base in Nago City, Okinawa. We urge you to withdraw all of USMC from Okinawa. The people of Okinawa have been and will continue to be firmly opposed to the current US plan to relocate the dangerous Futenma Air Station to another location within Okinawa. We demand that the Futenma Air Station be shut down and returned unconditionally. The USMC has been stationed in Okinawa since the mid 1950s. The only real solution to the Futenma problem is a total withdrawal of the USMC from Okinawa. Here we respectfully state the reasons for our demand. First, the current agreement between the US and Japanese governments regarding the construction of a new USMC base in Nago City was reached without consultation with the government or the people of Okinawa in 2005 and 2006. As many recent election results and public opinion polls show, Okinawa’s people have been calling for relocating Futenma out of Okinawa. Second, the sea area of the new base, located off shore of USMC Camp Schwab in Nago City, is a habitat for various endangered species, including jugong, the Asian manatee. It is unacceptable to destroy the highly valuable ocean environment with the construction of a military base. Third, the US and Japanese governments agreed to close the USMC Futenma and return its land to Okinawa in 1996, with the condition that a replacement facility be constructed in Okinawa. However, the new facility has not yet been built. The fourteen years since have proven that it is simply not possible to squeeze a new military base in Okinawa, which has long suffered an overburden of US military presence. Finally, when the closure of Futenma Air Station was first discussed, it was assumed that the ground combat element and logistic combat element would remain in Okinawa. However, since there is virtually no possibility of building a new air station in Okinawa, the USMC should relocate both the ground combat element and aviation combat element out of Okinawa. Indeed, it would be more logical and beneficial for the USMC if all the elements of the Marine Air-Ground Task Force were relocated together. Our proposal of a total withdrawal of USMC from Okinawa would actually fit the necessity of the MAGTF’s integration of elements most effectively. By withdrawing from Okinawa, the USMC could avoid the unreasonable arrangement of keeping some troops in Okinawa and stationing others in Guam or Hawaii. It would be more desirable for the USMC, while at the same time preserving the highly valuable ocean environment and satisfying the demands of the people of Okinawa.

In conclusion, we wish to urge the United States and Japanese governments to begin the process of planning for a total withdrawal of the USMC from Okinawa. Now is the time to act for “CHANGE” to create a better relationship between Japan and the United States. Both countries would benefit from a break with the status quo and a fresh perspective on the Futenma issue.

Exts: Withdrawal Solves

US presence is not essential in Okinawa. Plan is key to beginning the necessary drawdown

Buchanan, 2010 [Patrick J., Former Senior Adviser to Presidents Nixon, Ford, and Reagan; “Bring Our Marines Home,” February 2, Accessed online: http://original.antiwar.com/buchanan/2010/02/01/bring-our-marines-home/]

A month after Germany surrendered in May 1945, America’s eyes turned to the Far East, where the bloodiest battle of the Pacific war was joined on the island of Okinawa. Twelve thousand U.S. soldiers and Marines would die – twice as many dead in 82 days of fighting as have died in all the years of war in Afghanistan and Iraq.

Within weeks of the battle’s end came Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Three weeks later, Gen. MacArthur took the Japanese surrender on the battleship Missouri. That was 65 years ago, as far away in time from today as the Marines’ arrival at Da Nang was from Teddy Roosevelt’s charge up San Juan Hill. Yet the Marines are still on Okinawa. But, in 2006, the United States negotiated a $26 billion deal to move 8,000 to Guam and the other Marines from the Futenma air base in the south to the more isolated town of Nago on the northern tip. Okinawans have long protested the crime, noise, and pollution at Futenma. The problem arose last year when the Liberal Democratic Party that negotiated the deal was ousted and the Democratic Party of Japan elected on a promise to pursue a policy more balanced between Beijing and Washington. The new prime minister, Yukio Hatoyama, indicated his unease with the Futenma deal, and promised to review it and decide by May. Voters in Nago just elected a mayor committed to keeping the new base out. This weekend, thousands demonstrated in Tokyo against moving the Marine air station to Nago. Some demanded removal of all U.S. forces from Japan. After 65 years, they want us out. And Prime Minister Hatoyama has been feeding the sentiment. In January, he terminated Japan’s eight-year mission refueling U.S. ships aiding in the Afghan war effort. All of which raises a question. If Tokyo does not want Marines on Okinawa, why stay? And if Japanese regard Marines as a public nuisance, rather than a protective force, why not remove the irritant and bring them home? Indeed, why are we still defending Japan? She is no longer the ruined nation of 1945, but the second-largest economy on earth and among the most technologically advanced. The Sino-Soviet bloc against which we defended her in the Cold War dissolved decades ago. The Soviet Union no longer exists. China is today a major trading partner of Japan. Russia and India have long borders with China, but neither needs U.S. troops to defend them. Should a clash come between China and Japan over the disputed Senkaku Islands in the East China Sea, why should that involve us? Comes the retort: American troops are in Japan to defend South Korea and Taiwan. But South Korea has a population twice that of the North, an economy 40 times as large, access to the most advanced weapons in the U.S. arsenal, and a U.S. commitment to come to her defense by air and sea in any second Korean War. And if there is a second Korean War, why should the 28,000 U.S. troops still in Korea, many on the DMZ, or Marines from Futenma have to fight and die? Is South Korea lacking for soldiers? Seoul, too, has been the site of anti-American demonstrations demanding we get out. Why do we Americans seem more desperate to defend these countries than their people are to have us defend them? Is letting go of the world we grew up in so difficult? Consider Taiwan. On his historic trip to Beijing in 1972, Richard Nixon agreed Taiwan was part of China. Jimmy Carter recognized Beijing as the sole legitimate government. Ronald Reagan committed us to cut back arms sales to Taiwan. Yet, last week, we announced a $6.4 billion weapons sale to an island we agree is a province of China. Beijing, whose power is a product of the trade deficits we have run, is enraged that we are arming the lost province she is trying to bring back to the motherland. Is it worth a clash with China to prevent Taiwan from assuming the same relationship to Beijing the British acceded to with Hong Kong? In tourism, trade, travel, and investment, Taiwan is herself deepening her relationship with the mainland. Is it not time for us to cut the cord? With the exception of the Soviet Union, few nations in history have suffered such a relative decline in power and influence as the United States in the last decade. We are tied down in two wars, are universally disliked, and are running back-to-back deficits of 10 percent of gross domestic product, as our debt is surging to 100 percent of GDP. A strategic retreat from Eurasia to our own continent and country is inevitable. Let it begin by graciously acceding to Japan’s request we remove our Marines from Okinawa and politely inquiring if they wish us to withdraw U.S. forces from the Home Islands, as well.

A2: Topicality – Military Presence Not Troops

Military presence means troops - our evidence is Japan specific

Maddox, 10- chief foreign commentator of The Times, Degree in politics, philosophy, and economics from St. Johns, Oxford (3/12/2010, Bronwen, “US may have to move troops from Okinawa to reduce military presence,” http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/world/asia/article7059805.ece, CJC)

US forces may need to move from Okinawa to the Japanese mainland to reduce the vast military presence on the island, according to Japan’s foreign minister. “There is excess weight (of us forces) on Okinawa and I think the burden should be shared more evenly throughout the country,” said Katsuya Okada. It is the most direct indication from any Japanese minister that the US may have to cut back the number of forces and bases on the southern island which underpins its military influence across the Pacific. Mr Okada’s remarks, in an exclusive interview with The Times, comes as an old dispute of where to relocate the US’s most controversial base on Okinawa has taken a sharp turn for the worse, bringing a chill to the US-Japan security alliance on its 50th anniversary. 

A2: Deterrence (Nuclear Umbrella)

Nuclear Umbrella provides sufficient deterrence for Japan
Van de Velde, 2009 [January, 11, James R., “Japan’s nuclear umbrella: U.S. extended nuclear deterrence for Japan”, Professor at Yale University, http://www.springerlink.com/content/h80q141853328ml7/]

Although adhering to three nonnuclear principles of not possessing. manufacturing or allowing the introduction of nuclear weapons into Japan, and calling for nuclear disarmament. Japan has not renounced the utility of nuclear deterrence. Japan has secured an extended nuclear deterrent from the United States. a nuclear “umbrella,” and supports U.S. global and theater nuclear strategy. But unlike the NATO allies. Japan maintains its extended deterrent without stationing nuclear weapons inside its territory and officially does not allow U.S. nuclear weapons to visit Japanese ports or American bases inside Japan. How Japan and the United States manage this strategy, in contrast with the U.S. extended nuclear deterrent strategy for NATO, is the focus of this study. Whether by accident, evolution or design. Japan constructed and maintains a credible and stable nuclear deterrent. Japan maintains a level of nuclear deterrence despite its so-called nuclear allergy and its three nonnuclear principles of not manufacturing. possessing or allowing the introduction into its territory of nuclear weapons. Japan’s continued nonnuclear status is the result not only of Japan's particular aversion to policies that rely on possession of nuclear weapons but of the continuing and successful “nuclear strategy" Japan has developed and remains comfortable in pursuing. Japan has devised the dual strategy of calling for nuclear disarmament and prohibiting the presence of weapons inside Japan while acknowledging the utility of deterrence and securing an extended nuclear deterrent from the United States.

Nuclear Umbrella via the US Is key to deterrence in Japan

Kyodo News, 2009 [November, “Japan lobbied for robust nuclear umbrella before power shift in September”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/japan-lobbied-for-robust-nuclear-umbrella-before-power-shift-in-sept, Japan Today.]

Before the shift in political power in Japan in September, the Japanese government aggressively lobbied a U.S. congressional nuclear task force to maintain the credibility of the U.S. ‘‘nuclear umbrella’’ as a deterrence against possible attacks from China, North Korea and other nations, according to sources familiar with the matter Monday. The lobbying by the only country to have suffered atomic bombings for robust nuclear deterrence capabilities came just before U.S. President Barack Obama pledged that his country would pursue the ‘‘peace and security of a world without nuclear weapons.’‘ Meeting with members of the Congressional Commission on the Strategic Posture of the United States, Japanese senior diplomats expressed their deep concerns about the future capability of the U.S. nuclear umbrella, which has been expected to deter military attacks against Japan even after the end of the Cold War, the sources said. The diplomats also told the commission, created by legislation Congress passed under the administration of President George W Bush, that a capability to penetrate underground targets with low-yield nuclear devices would strengthen the credibility of an extended nuclear deterrence protecting Japan, they said. The U.S. military currently has only one type of high-yield nuclear earth-penetrator, the B61-11, which has about 20 times the explosive power of the Hiroshima type atom-bomb. It would potentially be so destructive and devastating to innocent civilians that most U.S. military analysts and officials consider the B61-11 too powerful to use in battlegrounds.

A2: Deterrence

Nuclear Umbrella key to non proliferation

Ruhle, 2010. [Michael. "Under the umbrella." The World Today 66.3 (2010): 7-8. Academic OneFile. Web. 23 June, http://find.galegroup.com/gtx/infomark.do?&contentSet=IAC-Documents&type=retrieve&tabID=T002&prodId=AONE&docId=A222049326&source=gale&srcprod=AONE&userGroupName=lom_umichanna&version=1.0 [Headnote]In his now famous Prague speech last April, United States President Barack Obama endorsed the vision of a world without nuclear weapons. He sent a strong political signal: if repairing the fragile nuclear nonproliferation arrangements required a credible disarmament commitment by the nuclear weapons states, America was willing to lead by example. But setting that example could become much more complex if a whole host of new nuclear states is to be avoided. The American nuclear umbrella is still needed to shelter many nations, preventing them from pursuing their own nuclear paths. THE APPROACH OF THE UNITED STATES administration is clear. A strong commitment to arms control and nonproliferation, including hosting a summit meeting on nuclear security in April, should prepare the ground for a successful Review Conference of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, scheduled for May. Such a success would help foster a new consensus between the nuclear and non-nuclear weapons states about adopting more far-reaching nonproliferation measures. However, maintaining effective global nonproliferation requires more than a new dynamic in arms control and disarmament. There is another dimension that will be at least as important as cutting existing nuclear arsenals: the US nuclear umbrella, America's willingness to extend nuclear deterrence to allies and friends. While some arms controllers are quick to dismiss extended deterrence as a relic of the past and an obstacle to deep reductions of the US nuclear posture, a closer look reveals that the nuclear umbrella is still a cornerstone of a predictable international order. Without it, the emergence of new nuclear nations would be a foregone conclusion. Today, more than thirty nations rely on extended US deterrence, including the members of NATO, South Korea and Japan. In addition, several other states without formal defence agreements, like Australia and Taiwan, are also believed to be beneficiaries of the umbrella. These extended commitments have become a major nonproliferation tool. American protection satisfies the security interests of allies and thus dampens any temptation to develop nuclear weapons of their own. Current developments in Asia and the Middle East demonstrate that the significance of extended deterrence has not changed. With Iran and North Korea challenging the political and military status quo in their respective regions, US security guarantees are crucial to nuclear nonproliferation.
Relocation of troops won’t lead to a decrease of deterrence

Sakaguchi, 2009 [Daisaku, “The Realignment of U.S. Forces in Japan and its Impact on the Interdependent Relationship between Japan and the U.S.”, www.nids.go.jp/english/publication/kiyo/pdf/2009/bulletin_e2009_3.pdf]
Regarding the first point, deterrence, the assessment generally seems to be that it will be maintained or strengthened. Examining Japan overall, the relocation of the transformed U.S. Army command to Camp Zama, and its coexistence with the GSDF Central Readiness Force’s headquarters will create a closer link between the U.S. 1st Corps Headquarters and the SDF, and boost readiness and operational capability. Furthermore, having the ASDF’s Air Defense Command at Yokota side by side with the U.S. Fifth Air Force Command will improve air defense and missile defense capabilities. In the same way, establishing a joint operations coordination center for U.S. forces and the SDF at Yokota, where the U.S. forces in Japan headquarters is located, will lead to stronger integration between U.S. forces and the SDF and improve situational readiness.6 Strictly speaking, because deterrence comes into existence based on the capabilities of the side that is doing the deterring and the degree that it is acknowledged by the side that is being deterred, it is not possible to assess deterrence without questioning how the nations and non-state actors that pose a threat and are targeted for deterrence react to and acknowledge the realignment of U.S. forces. And neither is it certain that the U.S. places value in foreign bases because they are deterrents, like it did in the Cold War era. This is because, as Kent E. Calder says, “the functions of regional control, stability and strategic deterrence from Berlin to Korea that were important up to the end of the Cold War have almost completely disappeared, and the continued existence of the bases is being supported by the need to stabilize the unstable regions of Northeast Asia and the Middle East, and to ensure security.”7 Since the simultaneous 9/11 terrorist attacks the role of the U.S.’ offshore bases has been changing into staging areas and posts for supporting local anti-terrorist operations.8 However, as a result of the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan there is no question that the two nations’ situational response will become stronger and more ready due to the strengthening in the U.S. forces’ and the SDF’s command functions, and the establishment of closely-linked management. Okinawa’s Marines will be downsized but with them being stationed in Guam the U.S. forces’ presence in the Asia-Pacific region will be maintained, and the U.S. forces’ military support for Japan is likely to remain stable as well. 

A2: Deterrence

Nuclear Umbrella must remain in place to avoid North Korean attack 

Congressional Research Service ’10 

“Japan- U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress” www.crs.gov Chanlett-Avery, Cooper, Manyin. February 24, 2010
Another source of strategic anxiety in Tokyo concerns the U.S extended deterrence, or “nuclear umbrella,” for Japan. The Bush Administration’s shift in negotiations with Pyongyang triggered fears in Tokyo that Washington might eventually accept a nuclear armed North Korea and thus somehow diminish the U.S. security guarantee for Japan. These anxieties have persisted despite repeated statements by both the Bush and Obama Administrations to reassure Tokyo of the continued U.S. Commitment to defend Japan. However, Japan’s sense of vulnerability is augmented by the fact that its own ability to deter threats is limited by its largely defense-oriented military posture. Given Japan’s reliance on U.S. extended deterrence, Tokyo is wary of any change in U.S. policy—however subtle—that might alter the nuclear status quo in East Asia.

Nuclear Umbrella essential to maintaining US-Japan relations

Congressional Research Service ‘10

“Japan- U.S. Relations: Issues for Congress” www.crs.gov Chanlett-Avery, Cooper, Manyin. February 24, 2010

Japan and the United States are military allies under a security treaty concluded in 1951 and revised in 1960. Under the treaty, Japan grants the United States military base rights on its territory in return for a U.S. pledge to protect Japan’s security. Although defense officials had hoped that the 50th anniversary of the treaty would compel Tokyo and Washington to work on additional agreements to enhance bilateral defense cooperation, a rocky start under the new Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) government has generated concern about the future of the bilateral alliance. The most prominent controversy concerns the planned relocation of the U.S. Marines’ Futenma air station to a less crowded part of Okinawa (see details below), which has thrown into doubt a comprehensive realignment of U.S. forces in the region and simultaneously raised fundamental questions about the long-standing security relationship between Tokyo and Washington.
The future of extended deterrence for Japan and the United States depends upon a combination of factors, some of which are under the allies’ control and some of which are not. The allies cannot directly control the trajectory of China’s conventional or nuclear military modernization, North Korea’s political-military development in the post- Kim Jong-il era, the ultimate effectiveness of MD technologies, or broader economic conditions in the region and the world. The allies’ individual and collective responses to these developments, however, are up to them, and their choices will undoubtedly influence the regional security environment. Moreover, the allied consultations about these issues in and of themselves will also become indicators of the health of the alliance, so the frequency, atmosphere, and substance of these bilateral interactions will also be important.

***Neg

T: Presence

A. Interpretation – 

Military Presence means bases

Layne, 5/29 – Professor, and Robert M. Gates Chair in Intel li gence and National Security George H. W. Bush School of Government and Public Service(5/28/10, Christopher, “ABNORMAL MEANS” http://abnormalmeans.com/2010/05/definition-of-military-presence/) 

My interpretation would be that “military presence” means bases with combat forces (or bases that normally are maintained by skeleton units but are maintained to receive combat forces crisis/surge type circumstances). I do not think in the normal meaning of the term that the US has military bases in N. Korea. 

Bases are the main part of the US military presence

Lutz, 9 – professor of International Studies at Brown (Catherine, The Bases of Empire: The Global Struggle Against U.S. Military Posts, p. 6, google books)
Bases are the literal and symbolic anchors, and the most visible centerpieces, of the U.S. military presence overseas.  To understand where those bases are and how they are being used is essential for understanding the United States’ relationship with the rest of the world, the role of coercion in it, and its political economic complexion.  The United States’ empire of bases – its massive global impact and the global response to it – are the subject of chapters in this book.  Unlike the pundits and the strategic thinkers who corner the market on discussions of the U.S. military, these authors concentrate on the people around those bases and the impact of living in their shadow.  The authors describe as well the social movements which have tried to call the world’s attention to the costs those bases impose on them without their consent.  In this introduction, I ask why the bases were established in the first place, how they are currently configured around the world and how that configuration is changing, what myths have developed about the functions U.S. overseas bases serve, and, finally, introduce the global movement to push back or expel the bases altogether.
B. Violation – the aff just removes troops; they do not remove the bases which is the main part of US military presence. 

C. Voter Issue – 

1.  Ground- the neg loses generic Das.

2. Limits- they over limit topic because the aff can remove 1 troop from each base which   causes neg research overburden

Relocation CP 1NC (1/3)

TEXT: The United States federal government should relocate troops at Futenma to another location within Japan in accordance with the Treaty Of Mutual Cooperation And Security Between Japan And The United States Of America. 

Contention 2 is solvency:

Troops in Japan are key to stability in East Asia

US Department of Defense 6/01/10

US, Japan Agree to Relocate Air Base on Okinawa

Air Force News http://www.defencetalk.com/us-japan-agree-to-relocate-air-base-on-okinawa-26690/

WASHINGTON: The United States and Japan agreed yesterday to relocate a controversial U.S. air base to a less densely populated area on the Japanese island of Okinawa. The future of Marine Corps Air Station Futenma had been a subject of intense political debate in Japan that led to the possibility of the base being moved off the island entirely, despite a 2006 agreement to relocate it on Okinawa. Talks between Secretary of State Hillary Rodham Clinton and Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates for the United States and Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada and Defense Minister Toshimi Kitazawa for Japan addressed a range of security concerns and yielded substantial agreement, officials said. For years, Okinawans have said they carry the majority of the burden of hosting American forces in Japan, and the agreement vows “to reduce the impact on local communities, including in Okinawa, thereby preserving a sustainable U.S. military presence in Japan,” according to a joint statement issued by the security and consultative committee. “The [committee] members expressed their shared commitments to relocate Marine Corps Air Station Futenma and return the base to Japan as part of the alliance transformation and realignment process,” the statement said. Other realignment initiatives -- including the relocation of about 8,000 Marines and 9,000 family members from Okinawa to Guam -- depend on completion of the Futenma replacement facility. The relocation to Guam will return of most of the U.S. facilities south of Kadena Air Base to Japan. “Bearing this in mind, the two sides intend to verify and validate that this Futenma relocation plan appropriately considers factors such as safety, operational requirements, noise impact, environmental concerns and effects on the local community,” according to the statement. The agreement confirms that the replacement facility will be at the Camp Schwab Henoko-saki area and adjacent waters. The ministers put an end-of-August deadline for completion of a study of the replacement facility’s location, configuration and construction method. Verification and validation will be completed by the time of the next security consultative conference, officials said. The committee also looked at ways to mitigate the burden that Okinawans bear. The two sides committed to expand the relocation of U.S. forces training activities off the island. Japanese military facilities and areas in mainland Japan may also be used. “Both sides also committed to examine the relocation of training outside of Japan, such as to Guam,” the statement said. The committee’s statement recognizes that the alliance remains indispensable not only to the defense of Japan, but also to the peace, security, and prosperity of the Asia-Pacific region. The talks were conducted in the shadow of North Korea sinking a South Korean warship in March. The tensions in the region have increased, officials noted, and also reaffirmed the need for the Mutual Security and Cooperation Treaty between the United States and Japan. In light of the uncertainty of the situation in Korea, the talks reaffirmed the U.S. commitment to Japan’s security. “Japan reconfirmed its commitment to playing a positive role in contributing to the peace and stability of the region,” the statement said. “Furthermore, the [committee] members recognized that a robust forward presence of U.S. military forces in Japan, including in Okinawa, provides the deterrence and capabilities necessary for the defense of Japan and for the maintenance of regional stability.” The ministers also pledged a “Green Alliance” between the nations on bases, and said both nations would be good environmental stewards. The two sides intend to study opportunities to expand the shared use of facilities between U.S. and Japanese forces, which would contribute to closer bilateral operational coordination, improved interoperability and stronger relations with local communities, officials said. The ministers also affirmed their intention “to intensify communication with communities in Okinawa on issues of concern related to the presence of U.S. forces.” The two sides committed to explore cooperation in such areas as information technology initiatives, cultural exchanges, education programs and research partnerships. The ministers agreed to intensify their ongoing bilateral security dialogue. “This security dialogue will address traditional security threats, as well as focus on new areas for cooperation,” the statement said. 

Relocation CP 1NC (2/3)

And, Guam is not a viable option for relocation

Potter 1/13/10 

Matthew, 

(served in the U.S. Navy, worked as a defense contractor in Washington D.C. specializing in program management and budget development and execution, worked for several companies, large and small, involved in all aspects of government contracting and procuremen, holds two degrees in history as well as studying at the Defense Acquisition University, written for Seeking Alpha and at his own website, DefenseProcurementNews.com.) U.S Military's Move From Japan To Guam Underway

http://industry.bnet.com/government/10004825/us-militarys-move-from-japan-to-guam-underway/ 

The United States has based troops on Okinawa and in Japan since the end of World War II. The 3rd U.S. Marine Division and large amounts of air assets are based on the island seized in a bloody battle in April through June of 1945. The U.S. and Japanese governments have been negotiating for years to close the air base at Futenma and moving most of the troops off of the island. A new airbase will be built on Okinawa in a less built up area. In 2006 it was decided that the U.S. Territory of Guam would be the site chosen. Japan has long desired the removal of U.S. troops and proper integration of the island back into it. This is one of the largest changes to the U.S. military’s facilities and basing as part of the last round of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC). Guam is already providing heavy support to U.S. operations in Afghanistan and Iraq by supporting fixed wing Air Force assets as well as transport flights. The plan is to expand the base to allow the 3rd Marines to be stationed their as well as increased support assets including a pier for aircraft carriers. Along with Marine and Navy assets an Army air defense organization will also be moved. All this will require new bases and facilities paid for by both the U.S. and Japanese governments. The building boom will be a big plus to the island’s economy although there are many in the Territory who are worried about the massive influx of new U.S. forces and their dependents. The new more liberal Government of Japan is also having second thoughts wanting further negotiations despite the U.S. holding firm on their commitment to the 2006 deal. They want perhaps a complete move of the air assets without building a new base. Many in Okinawa and Guam see massive environmental disruption and damage from the construction and moves no matter what the boon to the economy of the territory will be. The U.S. Navy announced this week despite the controversies that the first construction contracts using Japanese money were to be awarded. The $50 million contract with AHL Setiadi Gushiken Joint Venture LLC of Honolulu is for engineering support and architecture services that will begin the process of laying out and building the new facilities. Two actual projects were also executed with the Japanese funding to build a headquarters and fire station. The total amount expected to be contributed by Japan is over $6 billion with almost $3 billion in cash. There have been other arguments about the size of the population growth, lack of infrastructure and how the contracts will be divided up. Many of the companies will be from off island and utilize non-U.S. workers. There have also been disputes about the wages involved and whether they will be U.S. minimum, lower or union level. Obviously the higher the wages the greater the cost to the U.S. military but at the same time the workers must be treated fairly. This is one of the largest facility expansion in modern U.S. history. Only the construction of the permanent facilities in Iraq, Vietnam and Afghanistan in the last forty years come close. A total of almost 20,000 new residents will eventually be transferred to the island over several years. As Guam builds up Okinawa will wind down with a negative effect on that islands’ economy. This is a difficult process that politics only makes harder but to answer the wishes of Japan Guam will receive the good and bad of having a large U.S. military base built on it.
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And, relocation possible – recent talks prove

BBC 5/28/10

BBC Monitoring Asia Pacific – Political Supplied by BBC Worldwide Monitoring

Text of report in English by Japan's largest news agency Kyodo, Japan, US leaders discuss base relocation, South Korean ship sinking on phone, lexus, http://www.lexisnexis.com.proxy.lib.umich.edu/us/lnacademic/results/docview/docview.do?docLinkInd=true&risb=21_T9640017840&format=GNBFI&sort=BOOLEAN&startDocNo=1&resultsUrlKey=29_T9640017843&cisb=22_T9640017842&treeMax=true&treeWidth=0&csi=10962&docNo=10 

Tokyo, May 28 Kyodo - Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama and US President Barack Obama agreed Friday to deepen the two countries' long-standing alliance and welcomed a fresh bilateral accord on the relocation of a key US Marine Corps base in Okinawa Prefecture, the Japanese government's top spokesman said. Hatoyama and Obama also discussed by phone how to respond to the sinking of a South Korean warship in March by North Korea and Iran's nuclear ambitions, Chief Cabinet Secretary Hirofumi Hirano said at a news conference. The White House said in a statement that the two leaders "expressed satisfaction with the progress made by the two sides in reaching an operationally viable and politically sustainable plan to relocate" the US Marine Corps' Futenma Air Station. Hatoyama said after speaking with Obama for about 20 minutes that the president expressed his "gratitude that an agreement was made in the two-plus-two," referring to a bilateral committee for discussing security matters among defence and foreign ministers of the two countries. Hatoyama was speaking to reporters shortly before Japan and the United States released a joint statement on the accord stating that the US air base will be moved to the Henoko area in the same prefecture, basically in line with an existing accord struck in 2006. Hatoyama told Obama that the two countries need to make further efforts to reduce the burden on Okinawa of hosting the bulk of US military forces in Japan under a bilateral security accord, according to Japan's Foreign Ministry. Hatoyama said reducing the local burden is important for meeting the goal of further development of the bilateral alliance, which marks its 50th anniversary this year, the ministry said. State Department spokesman Michael Tran told Kyodo News that the joint statement is "a significant step" to achieve US objectives of relocating the base and transferring about 8,000 Marines and their families to Guam. "Our alliance has been and continues to be the cornerstone of our policy in Asia," Tran said, seeing it as providing "the stable and secure environment that has enabled economic growth in the region." On the March 26 sinking of the Cheonan corvette that killed 46 sailors, Hatoyama and Obama condemned North Korea, saying that it was "an unpardonable act" and pledged to work closely with South Korea, Hirano said, adding that the leaders expressed their support for the UN Security Council to take appropriate measures against Pyongyang. The White House said the leaders agreed to urge the North to end "its provocative behaviour towards its neighbours and to abide by its commitment to eliminate its nuclear-weapons programme." Hatoyama and Obama also agreed to continue to have close coordination bilaterally and in the Security Council to address Iran's nuclear activities, the two governments said. Hatoyama and Obama also expressed their intention to hold face-to-face talks on the sidelines of the forthcoming Group of Eight and Group of 20 summit meetings late June in Canada, the governments said.

Presence Key (1/5)

U.S. presence is key to Japan’s security

Shuster, 6/21/10

Mike NPR http://www.scpr.org/news/2010/01/25/in-okinawa-elections-renew-debate-over-us-bases/

In a recent interview with the BBC, the current Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, speaking through an interpreter, pointed out that Japan's constitution limits how its self-defense forces can be used, and how the continued presence of U.S. forces acts as a deterrent to potential conflicts with North Korea or China.

"For Japan's own security and to maintain peace and stability in Asia as well, we do need U.S. forces in Japan, and that position is not going to change, even with the change in government," Okada said.

But this is not a position that all Japanese support.

In order to handle the matter successfully, Kan, the new prime minister, will have to explain that need better to the Japanese people, say some analysts.

Narushige Michishita, a specialist in strategic and defense studies at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies, says Kan needs to address the issue of defending Japan. Michishita is sympathetic to the U.S. position, but he believes it will be difficult for Kan to convince the Japanese, especially the people of Okinawa, of the dangers Japan may face that require a large U.S. military presence.

"In a way he has been a little bit exaggerating the need for U.S. troops in Okinawa for the defense of Japan at the current moment," Michishita says.

U.S. presence is key to Japan’s security

Shuster, 6/21/10

Mike NPR http://www.scpr.org/news/2010/01/25/in-okinawa-elections-renew-debate-over-us-bases/

In a recent interview with the BBC, the current Foreign Minister Katsuya Okada, speaking through an interpreter, pointed out that Japan's constitution limits how its self-defense forces can be used, and how the continued presence of U.S. forces acts as a deterrent to potential conflicts with North Korea or China.

"For Japan's own security and to maintain peace and stability in Asia as well, we do need U.S. forces in Japan, and that position is not going to change, even with the change in government," Okada said.

But this is not a position that all Japanese support.

In order to handle the matter successfully, Kan, the new prime minister, will have to explain that need better to the Japanese people, say some analysts.

Narushige Michishita, a specialist in strategic and defense studies at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies, says Kan needs to address the issue of defending Japan. Michishita is sympathetic to the U.S. position, but he believes it will be difficult for Kan to convince the Japanese, especially the people of Okinawa, of the dangers Japan may face that require a large U.S. military presence.

"In a way he has been a little bit exaggerating the need for U.S. troops in Okinawa for the defense of Japan at the current moment," Michishita says.

Continued US presence in Japan is key to Japan’s security and checks on China and North Korea

The Yomiuri Shimbun 03/02/10 

http://www.asianewsnet.net/news.php?id=9897&sec=3
Japan's leading English-language newspaper--is published by The Yomiuri Shimbun which has the largest circulation of any newspaper in Japan.

As did the last report, the latest version highlights the Pentagon's vigilance regarding China's military expansion, a process that has lacked transparency. The report says China has been developing and fielding ballistic missiles, new attack submarines, cyber-attack capability, and counter-space systems, pointing out that many doubts remain about their long-term purposes.

The report also referred to a fear that nuclear proliferation may proceed at once due to instability or collapse of nuclear powers. This reflects the United States' strong concern about international terrorist organizations, North Korea's nuclear tests and long-range ballistic missiles and Iran's nuclear development.

Expansion of various threats may weaken the effectiveness of the forward deployment of US forces and the US nuclear deterrent, something that also would have a serious effect on Japan's security. Thorough coordination between Japan and the United States is necessary.

Meanwhile, senior foreign and defense officials from Japan and the United States entered into discussions in Tokyo aimed at deepening the bilateral alliance, as the current bilateral security treaty marked its 50th anniversary this year.

Dangers must be considered

It is vital that the acknowledgement of the threats posed by China's military expansion and North Korea's nuclear development presented in the report should be reflected in future discussions.

In light of the rapid modernisation of China's military, it is indispensable to strengthen cooperation between the Self-Defence Forces and the US military and to make an effort to strengthen deterrence.

The report hammered out a policy to steadily implement the realignment of US forces in Japan, ensuring the long term presence of the US forces in Japan and the reorganization of US forces in Guam.

It is important that Japan and the United States share awareness of the security environment of Asia and the rest of the world, then continue strategic discussions on examining rolesharing and cooperation.
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U.S. presence in East Asia is key to check China

Pomfret and Harden, 10/22/09

John and Blaine, Washington Post Staff Writer http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/content/article/2009/10/21/AR2009102100746_2.html
Worried about a new direction in Japan's foreign policy, the Obama administration warned the Tokyo government Wednesday of serious consequences if it reneges on a military realignment plan formulated to deal with a rising China.

The comments from Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates underscored increasing concern among U.S. officials as Japan moves to redefine its alliance with the United States and its place in Asia. In August, the opposition Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) won an overwhelming victory in elections, ending more than 50 years of one-party rule.

For a U.S. administration burdened with challenges in Pakistan, Afghanistan, Iraq, Iran, North Korea and China, troubles with its closest ally in Asia constitute a new complication. A senior State Department official said the United States had "grown comfortable" thinking about Japan as a constant in U.S. relations in Asia. It no longer is, he said, adding that "the hardest thing right now is not China, it's Japan." The official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity because of the sensitivity of the issue, said the new ruling party lacks experience in government and came to power wanting politicians to be in charge, not the bureaucrats who traditionally ran the country from behind the scenes. Added to that is a deep malaise in a society that has been politically and economically adrift for two decades.

In the past week, officials from the DPJ have announced that Japan would withdraw from an eight-year-old mission in the Indian Ocean to refuel warships supporting U.S.-led coalition forces in Afghanistan. They have also pledged to reopen negotiations over a $26 billion military package that involves relocating a U.S. Marine Corps helicopter base in Japan and moving 8,000 U.S. Marines from Japan to Guam. After more than a decade of talks, the United States and Japan agreed on the deal in 2006. The atmospherics of the relationship have also morphed, with Japanese politicians now publicly contradicting U.S. officials. U.S. discomfort was on display Wednesday in Tokyo as Gates pressured the government, after meetings with Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama, to keep its commitment to the military agreement.

"It is time to move on," Gates said, warning that if Japan pulls apart the troop "realignment road map," it would be "immensely complicated and counterproductive."

In a relationship in which protocol can be imbued with significance, Gates let his schedule do the talking, declining invitations to dine with Defense Ministry officials and to attend a welcome ceremony at the ministry.

Hatoyama said Gates's presence in Japan "doesn't mean we have to decide everything."

For decades, the alliance with the United States was a cornerstone of Japanese policy, but it was also a crutch. The ruling Liberal Democratic Party (LDP) outsourced many foreign policy decisions to Washington. The base realignment plan, for example, was worked out as a way to confront China's expanding military by building up Guam as a counterweight to Beijing's growing navy and by improving missile defense capabilities to offset China and North Korea's increasingly formidable rocket forces.

The DPJ rode to power pledging to be more assertive in its relations with the United States and has seemed less committed to a robust military response to China's rise. On the campaign trail, Hatoyama vowed to reexamine what he called "secret" agreements between the LDP and the United States over the storage or transshipment of nuclear weapons in Japan -- a sensitive topic in the only country that has endured nuclear attacks. He also pushed the idea of an East Asian Community, a sort of Asian version of the European Union, with China at its core.

Soon after the election, U.S. officials dismissed concerns that change was afoot, saying campaign rhetoric was to blame. Although most of those officials still say the alliance is strong, there is worry the DPJ is committed to transforming Japan's foreign policy -- but exactly how is unclear. DPJ politicians have accused U.S. officials of not taking them seriously. Said Tadashi Inuzuka, a DPJ member of the upper house of Japan's parliament, the Diet: "They should realize that we are the governing party now." Kent Calder, the director of the Edwin O. Reischauer Center for East Asian Studies at Johns Hopkins University and a longtime U.S. diplomat in Japan, said that if Hatoyama succeeds in delaying a decision on the military package until next year, U.S. officials fear it could unravel. Other Asian nations have privately reacted with alarm to Hatoyama's call for the creation of the East Asian Community because they worry that the United States would be shut out. "I think the U.S. has to be part of the Asia-Pacific and the overall architecture of cooperation within the Asia-Pacific," Singapore's prime minister, Lee Hsien Loong, said on a trip to Japan this month.
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US presence in Japan is key to Japan’s existence

Yamaguchi 3/17/10

National Security Policy Noboru Yamaguchi Graduated from the National Defense Academy of Japan. Earned his master’s degree from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. Has served, among others, as a visiting scholar at the John M. Olin Institute for Strategic Studies of Harvard University, a senior defense attache at the Embassy of Japan in the U.S., commanding general of the Japan Ground Self Defense Force (JGSDF) Aviation School, deputy director of the National Institute for Defense Studies, and vice commandant of the JGSDF Ground Research and Development Command.

March 17, 2010 http://www.tokyofoundation.org/en/articles/2009/beware-resignation-in-washington-toward-the-japan-us-alliance

Asymmetry in the Bilateral Alliance 

In this context, we must not forget the asymmetry in the Japan-US alliance. From the start, this has been a relationship in which Japan maintains only light military power and holds its military commitments abroad to the minimum. At the same time it provides bases for American troops, in exchange for which the United States guarantees its security. Because of this asymmetry, dissatisfaction with the other partner can easily mount on either side.

The US military stands prepared to shed the blood of young Americans in the event of an emergency in Japan. Because it does not ask Japan to do the same, a sense of extreme imbalance exists on the American side with respect to the burdens to be borne in an emergency. On our side of the Pacific, Japan provides bases in exchange for the use of US military power as a deterrent. From the perspective of the Japanese people, however, what tends to stand out more prominently than the life-or-death benefits they would receive from American cooperation in an emergency that may or may not even occur is the peacetime cost of maintaining of the US bases, which are additionally a source of noise pollution, accidents, and scandals involving American soldiers.

The problem of Futenma’s relocation is linked to this unbalanced nature of the bilateral alliance. The initial relocation plan offers a representative example of attempts to provide greater stability to the stationing of US forces in Japan by lightening the excessive burdens imposed on Okinawa, and hence to sustain the deterrent provided by the presence of the US military. If the Futenma issue cannot be resolved smoothly, a vicious circle working in the opposite direction could take hold. Not only would residents in the vicinity of the base fail to see a lightening of their load, but the deterrence provided by the United States could also be impaired.

There is another major problem. This is that damage could be done to the efforts by both sides to lessen the alliance’s asymmetry, even if only to a limited extent. Over the past 20 years Tokyo and Washington have both worked hard to get Japan to shoulder greater responsibility for regional and global security and thereby move the alliance beyond one in which Japan merely makes bases available in exchange for help with its defense. As a result of this endeavor, Japan’s participation in international security cooperation has increased. Shortly after the 1990–91 Persian Gulf War, Japan dispatched minesweepers to the Gulf, and in recent years it has sent other units of the Self-Defense Forces to the Indian Ocean and Iraq and participated in international anti-piracy patrols off the coast of Somalia.

One element of these efforts involved was the “reaffirmation of the Japan-US alliance” initiative led by Joseph Nye during his term as US assistant secretary of defense in the mid-1990s. Then, from 2004 to 2006, attention focused on the work to “transform the Japan-US alliance,” especially on plans to relocate the Futenma base and realign the US forces stationed in Japan. Among other key issues addressed were executing peacekeeping operations, extending humanitarian reconstruction assistance, and preventing the spread of weapons of mass destruction.
Aiming for an Expanding Equilibrium

It is fair to say that the aim of these efforts was to correct the alliance’s distinctive asymmetry as far as possible and bring about an “expanding equilibrium.” In this light, we have now arrived at a new juncture with the birth of the Obama administration in the United States and the Hatoyama administration in Japan just as the revised security treaty has marked its fiftieth anniversary. This provides a fitting occasion for making the alliance deeper yet.

When Jack Crouch, a former assistant to the US president, came to Japan in late January, he spoke of the opportunities that Japan and the United States were losing by wasting time on the Futenma issue. He said that the relocation needed to be guided to a soft landing so that discussions on improving the alliance for the future could be resumed as quickly as possible.

Earlier I referred to the sense of resignation among some Americans concerned about the alliance. If their attitude prevails, there is the danger that people will opt in favor of the contracting-equilibrium option. That is, both sides could lower their expectations and scale back their responsibilities and obligations. In the background is the sense of disappointment felt by those Americans who over a period of many years devoted themselves to piloting the alliance toward an expanding equilibrium. If they have become dispirited, we Japanese must strive to regain their trust so that they resume their expanding-equilibrium activities. 

At the same time, we must make sure that there is no wavering on a fundamental but low-profile element of the Japan-US alliance. This involves securing deterrent power by placing the US forces stationed in Japan on a stable footing. If this is not done, Japan’s very existence as a state may be altered fundamentally. 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US military Presence is key for regional stability and to prevent Japanese remilitarization  

Miyashita, 99 – Professor at Tokyo International University School of International Relations 

Department of International Relations ( Dec. 1999, Akitoshi, “ Gaiatsu and Japan's Foreign Aid: Rethinking the Reactive-Proactive Debate” http://www.jstor.org/pss/3014027)
 The second area of asymmetric interdependence that defines U.S.-Japan rela- tions is security. Despite Japan's growing contribution in burden-sharing, the bilateral alliance remains essentially unequal in terms of capability and commit- ment. Currently, the size of the Japanese defense force is less than one fifth of that of the United States. Under the U.S.-Japan security treaty, the United States is obliged to defend Japan when the latter is under attack, but Japan has no reciprocal obligation. In addition to providing military protection against poten- tial external threat, the bilateral security treaty allowed postwar Japan to stay lightly armed while putting efforts and resources into economic recovery from the devas- tation of World War II. Inside what Donald Hellmann (1988) called the "American greenhouse," Japan concentrated on the "low politics" of economic growth and enjoyed an unprecedented level of prosperity. Even today, as Japan's per capita GDP exceeds that of the United States by 27 percent, its per capita defense spending is less than half the comparable figure for the United States. ), the security environment of East Asia continues to be unstable despite the demise of the Soviet Union. North Korea's nuclear ambition and its conventional military buildup pose a serious threat to Japan, while the political implications of China's rising power in the entire region remain unclear. In such a volatile security environment, the U.S. military forces remain crucial in East Asia. "The U.S. presence," as Joseph Nye (1995:91) notes, "is a force for stability, reducing the need for arms buildups and deterring the rise of hegemonic forces."The significance of the bilateral security treaty to Japan is not only military and economic but also political. The security treaty saves the Japanese government from confronting the difficult question of Japan's large-scale rearmament (and, by implication, its past) on both the domestic and international fronts. Given the existing security environment in East Asia, a termination of the security treaty and a subsequent pullout of American troops from Japan would force Tokyo to alter its defense policy rather drastically toward substantial remilitarization. Domestically, such redefinition of defense policy will be politically costly due to the strong antimilitary sentiment (including the so-called nuclear allergy) that persists in Japan. Most Japanese are still haunted by the trauma of World War II. "Remem- bering what happened the last time the nation ventured abroad," argues Masaru Tamamoto (1990:498), "the Japanese are afraid of what they might do once they reenter the international political-strategic arena." Indeed, more than five decades after the end of World War II, the government in Tokyo today still finds it extremely difficult to revise the constitution so that it can send troops overseas to fully participate in peace-keeping operations of the United Nations. Japan's drastic remilitarization would also draw strong antagonism from its Asian neighbors, many of whom suffered enormous atrocities of Japanese milita- rism during the 1930s and '40s. Part of the Asian resentment for Japan's larger military role stems from Japan's continued reluctance to come to terms with its  own past. As demonstrated by the school textbook and the "comfort women" controversies, Tokyo has not been sincere about recognizing Japan's responsibility for the war and not forthcoming about apologies, especially in comparison with Germany. The alliance with the United States has helped "conceal" the issue as it not only made a substantial remilitarization of Japan unnecessary but also served as a reassurance for Japan's Asian neighbors who fear a resurgence of Japanese militarism. A withdrawal of U.S. troops would inevitably force Japan to revisit and redefine its past to become more "accepted" in the Asian community 
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US military troops prevents Japan remilitarization and establishes stability

Destler and Nacht, 91 –  *Professor at the School of Public Policy, University of Maryland AND **Professor of Public Policy and former Aaron Wildavsky Dean at the Goldman School of Public Policy (Winter 1990-1991,  “Beyond Mutual Recrimination: Building a Solid U.S.-Japan Relationship in the 1990s”  http://www.jstor.org/stable/2538908)

It is hard to see any reason not to continue the mutually beneficial arrange- ment of the U.S.-Japan security treaty. It is easy to see large costs in breaking it off. The geostrategic changes that swept across Europe in 1989 are also being felt in Asia-Gorbachev met with South Korean President Roh Tae Woo in San Francisco in June 1990, Sino-Soviet relations have improved, and polarization in the Philippines is growing over the American military pres- ence at Subic Bay and Clark Field-but the withdrawal of American military forces from Japan would not serve U.S. interests. Not only does the American military presence reassure our allies in that region against a possible resur- gence of the Soviet military threat, it also serves to dissuade the Japanese from acquiring power-projection forces of their own. U.S. forces in Japan have a political and psychological "pin-down" effect, constraining the rela- tively small but potentially influential circles in Tokyo-some senior officials in the Ground Self Defense Forces, militant nationalists within the Liberal Democratic Party such as Shintaro Ishihara, some key members of the busi- ness community, a few journalists and intellectuals-who resent the Amer- ican-authored Japanese constitution, believe that the days of the United States as a superpower are numbered, and argue that Japan needs to begin to acquire military and political power commensurate with its economic might. The residual animosity toward Japan throughout Asia remains substan- tial,32 and the termination of the U.S.-Japan security treaty would multiply security anxiety throughout the region. It would almost certainly trigger a fundamental reappraisal of Seoul's security position and would strengthen the arguments of those in Korea who would defend the need to acquire ballistic missiles or nuclear weapons.33 Thus, even if Japan initially had no plans to enhance its armed forces, the removal of the American military presence from the Japanese home islands would risk provoking a regional arms race that would be in no one's interest. It is desirable to broaden the Japanese defense contribution through op- erational and technology cooperation, and through increases in Japanese financial support of U.S. defense activities based in Japan. But the United States should not pressure Japan to increase its defense spending further as a share of GNP. 

Japan wants US presence because it fears an attack from North Korea

Wright 9/13/09 

Japan Times | Sept. 13, 2009 | Kyodo News Neil E. Wright

http://www.freerepublic.com/focus/news/2338498/posts

U.S. floated plan to withdraw fighter jets

Japan stayed silent in light of North Korea, realignment worries

The U.S. government sounded out Japan in early April about pulling out all of the approximately 40 F-16 fighters from Misawa Air Base in Aomori Prefecture, possibly beginning later this year, sources close to Japan-U.S. relations said Friday.

As part of the ongoing review of the U.S. defense strategy by the administration of U.S. President Barack Obama, the United States at the time also told Japan of an idea to remove some of the more than 50 F-15 fighters at its Kadena Air Base in Okinawa Prefecture, they said.

Both of the proposals are pending, however, as Japan has shown reluctance due to concern about the situation in North Korea and the possible impact on the realignment of U.S. forces in Japan.

Japan and the United States have agreed on realignment plans on the basis of the current composition of U.S. forces in Japan.

Bases in Japan are key to security because of its geographical position

Japan Up-Close Feb ‘10

A Japanese magazine http://www.export-japan.com/jcu/sample/index.php?page=if-us-forces-withdraw-from-japan

For the United States of America, Japan is of great value in terms of national security and military strategy. The first value is its geographical position. It is located across the Pacific Ocean from America’s mainland. It takes about 10 hours by air and two weeks by ship at an average 15 knots. By locating forces in Japan, the US can save that transportation time. The headquarters of the US 7th Fleet is located in Yokosuka Naval Base. It is the home port of USS George Washington (CVN 73), Nimitz class of nuclear-powered supercarrier. US Navy can save time by deploying from the Western Pacific to the Indian Ocean. III Marine Expeditionary Force is stationed in Okinawa. Being there means the US can deploy to any location from Sakhalin and the Maritime Province of Siberia to South China Sea and the Indochinese Peninsula. It takes 12 days from Okinawa to the central area of the Indian Ocean. It takes 14 days from Okinawa to Diego Garcia, a strategically important island, which the US leases from the UK. It takes 16 days to reach the Strait of Hormuz.

Withdrawal bad 

Withdrawal of US troops would lead to a regional arm’s race

Destler and Nacht, 91 –  *Professor at the School of Public Policy, University of Maryland AND **Professor of Public Policy and former Aaron Wildavsky Dean at the Goldman School of Public Policy (Winter 1990-1991,  “Beyond Mutual Recrimination: Building a Solid U.S.-Japan Relationship in the 1990s”  http://www.jstor.org/stable/2538908)

 “Beyond Mutual Recrimination: Building a Solid U.S.-Japan Relationship in the 1990s”
In security terms this scenario would severely erode the U.S. geo-strategic position in East Asia. In an across-the-board economic confrontation, anti- Japanese sentiment in the United States could easily translate into severe protectionist legislation against Japanese imports that would greatly damage Japan's economy, at least in the short run. This legislation would in turn trigger enormous anti-American sentiment in Japan. It is hard to visualize support in either Washington or Tokyo for the maintenance of U.S. forces in Japan under such circumstances. The U.S. withdrawal from Japan and from the security alliance would then stimulate a new defense debate in Japan. Without American military protection or the explicit U.S. guarantees of Jap- anese oil deliveries from the Persian Gulf, there is a serious risk that Japan would become a major new military rival capable of equalling or even sur- passing the United States in the development and deployment of high- technology weaponry. The renewed sense of threat from Japan would, in turn, stimulate an arms buildup in Korea, the People's Republic of China, Indonesia and elsewhere in East Asia. A variant of this scenario envisages the United States and Japan sliding into confrontation without an explicit intention on the part of either to intensify the rivalry. As economic conflicts continue, over time they could undermine commitment to the broader relationship. Government leaders in Tokyo and Washington would become increasingly frustrated with trying to patch over differences and bearing the burden of the relationship in domestic politics. After a while, these differences might extend beyond economic and Beyond Mutual Recrimination I 111 technological competition to fundamental disagreements over policies toward third countries in the Middle East, Europe, or elsewhere. At some point leaders in one of the countries would decide that it was in their nation's strategic interest or in their own personal political interest to visibly resist or confront the other, or perhaps even to renounce the alliance.25 Movement in this direction could be fueled by arguments that the U.S. geostrategic position in Asia no longer served any useful purpose. With the removal of the Soviet threat, some claim that American forces in the region are configured to counter an enemy that no longer exists and are incapable of influencing other troubles in East Asia-turmoil in China or the conflict in Cambodia, for example. But this logic is faulty. The United States retains enormous interest in the stability and prosperity of the region, with which its trade now substantially exceeds trade with Europe. And this stability depends on a continuing U.S. political-military presence. In contrast to Europe, with its web of long-standing and substantial multi- lateral institutions and relationships (particularly the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and the European Community), multilateralism in Asia is very weak. The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), which includes Indonesia, the Philippines, Singapore, Malaysia, Thailand, and Brunei, has not moved beyond limited economic cooperation. The newly formed Asia- Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (APEC), which includes all the ASEAN members plus the United States, Canada, Japan, South Korea, Australia, and New Zealand, has yet to define its purposes. The Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) collapsed after the American defeat in Vietnam, and it never included East Asian nations. Instead, what has endured in U.S.-East Asian security policy has been bilateral security relationships, carefully developed and nurtured, with Japan, South Korea, and the Philippines, as well as strong bilateral ties with Aus- tralia, Thailand, and Taiwan. In Europe, it may be possible for the United States to curtail sharply its military presence and redefine its security role within a redefined set of multilateral institutions, but this option is not now available in Asia. Some trimming of U.S. forces may well prove feasible, but an American withdrawal and a U.S.-Japan confrontation would put the entire 25. As C. Fred Bergsten notes, such an evolution could lead to a "European-Japanese nexus" against the United States, or alternatively a U.S.-European alliance against Japan. See Bergsten, "The World Economy After The Cold War," Foreigti Affairs, Vol. 69, No. 3 (Summer 1990), pp. 102-103. International Security 15:3 | 112 East Asian security balance "up for grabs." Notwithstanding the receding of the Soviet threat, the U.S. political-military presence is the one broadly- accepted stabilizing force. This stabilizing role is especially noteworthy on the Korean peninsula, where U.S. forces not only serve as a tripwire to deter a North Korean attack on the South, but discourage the development of adventurism in Seoul toward the north. While much has changed since the outbreak of the Korean War in 1950, the situation remains tense and volatile; the border is one of the most heavily militarized areas in the world. It would be foolhardy and dangerous to remove U.S. forces now. Finally, there are no guarantees that Chinese or Soviet militarism in the region will not reemerge. The brutal force used by the Chinese leadership to put down the pro-democracy student movement in 1989 demonstrates that not all communist regimes are willing to fade quietly from the scene. The coming succession crisis in Beijing could bring about enormous instability and civil strife; the political situation in the Soviet Union is in extraordinary flux. While U.S. forces would not be directly engaged in shaping develop- ments in either of these great nations, it is difficult to see how reduction or removal of the American presence could lend stability to East Asia.

Military in Japan does not affect alliance (1/5)

Base has no impact on US-Japan relations – alliance is too important to Japan

FACKLER, LANDLER, and Sanger 6/2/10

http://www.theledger.com/article/LL/20100603/ZNYT03/6033005/1286/news100?Title=Ties-to-U-S-Played-Role-in-Downfall-of-Japanese-Leader



SEOUL, South Korea — When Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama of Japan abruptly stepped down Wednesday, largely for his failure to move an American air base off Okinawa, he was essentially admitting he had not won popular support for a prominent campaign pledge: ending Japan’s postwar dependence on the United States for its security. “This has proved impossible in my time,” Mr. Hatoyama said in a teary speech to explain his decision to step down. “Someday, the time will come when Japan’s peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves.” Mr. Hatoyama’s plunge in popularity, just eight months after his victory ended a half-century of nearly unbroken one-party control, suggested that the Japanese public had rejected his attempt to rethink Japan’s cold-war-era alliance with the United States, its most important ally. Rising tensions between North and South Korea in recent weeks and an increasingly assertive China reinforced the public’s sense that Japan needed the United States more than ever. The Obama administration’s reaction to the resignation suggested that it would not miss Mr. Hatoyama much either. The White House, in its statement, pointedly did not thank or praise him, saying only that the alliance would “continue to strengthen,” regardless of who was in charge. Senior officials often seemed frustrated by his decision-making, and President Obama never developed a rapport with him.

In Washington, some analysts even argued that Mr. Obama played a role in Mr. Hatoyama’s downfall, damaging his standing by keeping him at arm’s length and refusing to compromise on the air base. Administration officials denied this, saying they worked with Japan in recent months to resolve their differences. Mr. Obama, they noted, lavishly praised Mr. Hatoyama for his decision not to move the base off Okinawa. What seems clear, analysts said, is that while Japanese were sympathetic to putting the relationship on a more equal footing, they shied away from more fundamental changes, in a country that still views Washington as a largely benign protector. “The Japanese public was not willing to follow Hatoyama down this path of Futenma and changing the alliance,” said Izuru Makihara, a professor of politics at Tohoku University in Sendai, Japan, referring to the American base, United States Marine Air Station Futenma. “The consensus is that Japan needs the United States, with China and North Korea nearby.” Mr. Hatoyama’s sudden departure left his Democratic Party scrambling to find a new leader to restore a sense of direction for a party that had swept into power with high hopes last summer in a landslide. The party’s control of Parliament’s Lower House ensures it will hold on to power despite the resignation.

Party members gathered behind closed doors to select candidates for an internal party vote on Friday that will elect Mr. Hatoyama’s successor. The finance minister, Naoto Kan, 63, a former leader of the Democratic Party, emerged as an early frontrunner.

As the party moves to choose Japan’s sixth prime minister in four years, many in Japan see Mr. Hatoyama as having frittered away his party’s historic electoral mandate on the seemingly minor issue of relocating a single American military installation. In truth, his government faltered on a host of issues, including scandals over political financing; an inability to deliver on other campaign promises like eliminating highway tolls; and the party’s failure to focus on pocketbook issues affecting voters, like unemployment or Japan’s anemic growth rates. Still, Mr. Hatoyama’s handling of the base issue seemed to crystallize all that went wrong with his short-lived government, including what many Japanese saw as its fatal flaw: his own indecisiveness. The prime minister seemed to waffle between appeasing Washington and assuring Okinawans that he would honor his campaign vows. During last summer’s election campaign, Mr. Hatoyama pledged to end Japan’s dependence on the United States, and improve ties with China and the rest of Asia. His fall is a blow to China, which had hoped to expand its influence in Japan. The centerpiece of Mr. Hatoyama’s push was a pledge to move the Futenma base and its noisy helicopters off Okinawa. But Mr. Hatoyama ran into fierce resistance from the Obama administration. Eager to establish that the United States was not retreating from Asia, it refused to back down from a 2006 agreement to relocate the base to a less populated part of the island. During a visit to Japan last October, Defense Secretary Robert M. Gates made it clear he had no intention of reopening negotiations. Public opinion turned against Mr. Hatoyama’s handling of Japan’s crucial relationship with Washington. His government’s approval ratings plummeted from more than 70 percent in September to the high teens in recent weeks. In the end, the lack of support, and what Mr. Hatoyama called his belated recognition of the importance of the Marines as a deterrent, forced him to accept most of the 2006 agreement. He resigned a week later, as he appeared to be a heavy liability for the Democrats facing parliamentary elections on July 11. Analysts say that the public did not reject all aspects of Mr. Hatoyama’s agenda. His calls for building a more equal relationship with the United States resonated in Japan, which has grown weary of its junior status in the alliance. “Hatoyama tapped into the feeling of many Japanese that it is time to rethink their nation’s place in a changing world,” said Takashi Kawakami, a professor who specializes in security issues at Takushoku University in Tokyo. “But wanting to be treated as an equal by Washington is not the same as wanting to be independent of Washington.” A curious aspect to Mr. Hatoyama’s fall is that for decades the United States has sought to loosen the Liberal Democratic Party’s hold on the country. But the two governments that succeeded in doing so — one in 1993-94, and the current one — simply could not pull the levers of power, leaving American officials deeply frustrated. Once a new leader is in place, “I do think there will be a desire to exhibit a different kind of management from the outset,” said a senior administration official, who spoke on condition on anonymity because he was not authorized to speak publicly.

Analysts said there were lessons in Mr. Hatoyama’s fall for the Obama administration. Sheila A. Smith, a senior fellow for Japan studies at the Council on Foreign Relations, said American officials did not initially show enough patience with the new government. “There was responsibility on both sides,” she said. One immediate upshot of Mr. Hatoyama’s failure will most likely be that his successor will avoid making big changes in foreign policy, in favor of focusing on domestic issues. “Hatoyama self-destructed on Futenma,” said Mr. Kawakami of Takushoku University. “His successor is not going to want to touch that issue.”

Military in Japan does not affect alliance (2/5)

U.S. – Japan relations aren’t solely dependent on the issue of base location

Rogin, 6/16/10

Josh (staff writer for the magazine Foreign Policy) http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/16/will_obama_hit_the_reset_button_on_us_japan_relations

Now that Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama has fallen on his sword, and the United States Japan have an opportunity to "reset" their relationship, which suffered due to the personal discord between Hatoyama and President Obama and the lingering dispute over a base in Okinawa. But will they take it?

For now, the battle over the Futenma air station seems to be tabled, with the new prime minister, Naoto Kan, pledging to largely stick to the deal struck in 2006. But there are lingering doubts as to whether either Washington or Tokyo is ready to revamp the rest of the alliance, which needs an update as it crosses the 50-year threshold.

So far, Kan seems to be sounding the right notes.

"The new prime minister has done everything possible to underscore the importance of the U.S.-Japan alliance," an administration official close to the issue told The Cable. "This is a very complex set of interactions but we're reassured by what we've heard so far from Prime Minister Kan."

Japan hands in Washington note that Kan, in his swearing-in remarks, affirmed the U.S.-Japan alliance as "the cornerstone" of his country's diplomacy and pledged to honor the 2006 agreement. But Kan also said he would place equal emphasis on improving ties with China.

That struck many in Washington as a sign that the Democratic Party of Japan, which took power last year for the first time, is still hedging against what party leaders see as an Obama administration that just isn't giving Japan the respect and attention it feels it deserves.

As for the recent cooling in relations, "I don't think it's over, but a change in leadership is a chance to reset," said Randall Schriver, former deputy assistant secretary of state for East Asia. The U.S. problem with Hatoyama was personal, based on his style and inability to meet his own deadlines, resulting in a lack of trust, Schriver said.

"Japan's a democracy and Hatoyama brought himself down," said Devin Stewart, senior fellow at the Carnegie Council for Ethics in International Affairs.

So is everything OK now that Kan is in charge?

Not exactly. The new prime minister's comments on China suggest that Washington and Tokyo aren't yet on the same page regarding larger issues of security, economics, and diplomacy.

"The relationship is bigger than Futenma, but that's all we talked about," Schriver said. "So somebody has to raise this to the next level and start to talk about the broader regional issues and that's got to be us."

Kan's not likely to take the lead on trying to revamp the alliance, mainly because he has to focus on Japan's economy and keeping his party's control of the parliament.

"Prime Minister Kan is treading on the eggshells left behind by Hatoyama," said Patrick Cronin, director of the Asia security program at the Center for a New American Security, the think tank founded by Assistant Secretary of State Kurt Campbell. "He has to carry his party into uncertain July elections whose outcome may determine the next ruling coalition, the next cabinet, and possibly even the next steps on military basing."

And Kan has every reason not to want to reopen the Futenma issue, which Hatoyama seemed to resolve just before he resigned.

"The tough decision had been made," said Tobias Harris, former DPJ staffer and author of the blog Observing Japan. "Now all Kan has to do is say that he stands by the status quo and hope that Okinawan resistance gradually loses steam as the two governments hammer out the details."
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Futenma plays a minor role in dominance in East Asia – there are more important issues to be addressed

Clifton 4/13/10 

Eli Asian Times http://www.atimes.com/atimes/Japan/LD30Dh01.html  

WASHINGTON – A protest of more than 90,000 Okinawans on Sunday over the proposed relocation of a United States Marine Corps airbase in the southern Japanese prefecture has fueled speculation in Washington that the US-Japanese alliance may be facing a serious test with the election of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ), and that such strains might have serious implications for the US's ability to balance Chinese naval power in East Asia. 

Prior to taking office in September 2009, Japanese Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's election platform included a call for reexamining Japan's ties with the US, with a particular focus on the 50,000 US military personnel based in Japan. Now Hatoyama is facing the difficult task of negotiating a mutually agreeable basing arrangement with Washington while maintaining the support of a constituency who threw their backing behind his promises to renegotiate the relocation of the base at Futenma. The rally, which received wide media attention in both the US and Japan, comes after the Japanese government indicated last Friday that it would accept a plan to move the marine base on Okinawa - an announcement well received by those on both sides of the Pacific who have worried about Washington and Tokyo's protracted impasse on the issue. "I think that the Japanese government is in a difficult position. They want to abide by their campaign promise but they've received such an enormous amount of pressure from the [Barack] Obama administration. It's made them schizophrenic," John Feffer, co-director of Foreign Policy in Focus at the Institute for Policy Studies, told Inter Press Service. 

"My hope is that the Obama administration will say 'look, this base has little strategic utility. If we can get an agreement where the Pentagon gets what it wants, which is a contingency force that can deal with the nuclear weapons in North Korea if the North Korean regime collapses, then let's talk about that and how the contingency can be met'," he said. Analysts are torn over whether the recent difficulties between the DPJ government and Washington are simply an overblown disagreement over the details of the long-planned relocation of the base at Futenma or a symptom of a weakening US-Japan alliance. 

"Even if Mr Hatoyama eventually gives in on the base plan, we need a more patient and strategic approach to Japan. We are allowing a second-order issue to threaten our long-term strategy for East Asia," wrote Harvard University professor and Asia expert Joseph Nye in a January 7 New York Times op-ed. "Futenma, it is worth noting, is not the only matter that the new government has raised. It also speaks of wanting a more equal alliance and better relations with China, and of creating an East Asian community - though it is far from clear what any of this means," Nye said. Indeed, Hatoyama and the DPJ ran on a platform of creating a more equal alliance in its relations with the US and have already participated in some high-profile diplomatic exchanges with China. Nye's argument that Futenma, while perhaps a challenging component of the US-Japan alliance, is not the biggest issue at hand has been reflected this week by a spur of interest - most notably in articles in the New York Times and Washington Post - in China's rapid buildup of naval power. While concerns over Futenma are worth addressing, much attention here in Washington has been focused on the shifting geopolitical forces in East Asia - changes which are hardly exemplified by the spat over the rebasing of the marines on Okinawa. The growing influence of Chinese naval power was on display last March when two Chinese warships docked in Abu Dhabi in the United Arab Emirates, the first time the modern Chinese navy has made a port visit in the Middle East. 

Expansion of Chinese naval power is an inevitable component of China's increasing economic power as the US sphere of influence in East Asia and the Middle East faces its first serious challenge since the end of World War II. 

China's rise as a regional military power has been long predicted but the navy's new strategy of "far sea defense" goes well beyond the previous, relatively narrow doctrine of responding to an attack on the Chinese coast or going to war over Taiwan. 

Instead, the new strategy would task the navy to patrol sea lanes and escort commercial vessels along China's coast, the Strait of Malacca and the Persian Gulf. The expansion of the Chinese navy's mission, according to some observers, brings Beijing closer to a confrontation with the US as China, the region's economic powerhouse, begins to take a wider view of its economic and security interests in East and Southeast Asia. Others assert that neither the disagreement over Futenma nor the rising Chinese regional influence amount to a seismic shift in Asia-Pacific geopolitics. Recent reports from the Washington Post's John Pomfret would suggest that Washington and Tokyo have come to an understanding on a broad outline of the rebasing of the Futenma base. Hatoyama and the DPJ were quick to deny that such an agreement existed, an understandable response when facing down 90,000 of their constituents in Okinawa who object to any hint that the DPJ may back down from its position of renegotiating the basing agreement. "[We'd] argue that on balance, the trend in recent weeks from the DPJ government has been to try to find a way to make a deal with the US, rather [than] spend its time trying to explain why it can't make a deal," wrote Chris Nelson in the insider newsletter The Nelson Report. 

Nelson's summary of the recent news of an agreement, of some sort, and the domestic political challenges facing Hatoyama in Okinawa are the real story beneath the surface. United States strategic interests are, indisputably, a component of the disagreement over Futenma but the real challenge lies in whether Hatoyama can present a plan for rebasing the Futenma airbase to his constituents without losing their support. 

Understandably, any sign that US interests in East Asia are threatened brings concern in Washington, but the challenge of negotiating a rebasing in Okinawa is a footnote in the bigger question facing Washington over what a growing Chinese regional influence will mean for the US naval presence in East Asia. 

Harvard International Relations Professor Stephen Walt argues on his blog that a rising China does not, inherently, pose an immediate threat or seismic shift in East Asian geopolitics. He predicts that Chinese economic growth will slow as its population ages and that while China's military strength is growing, it has a long way to go before it becomes a true "peer competitor" of the US. 

(Inter Press Service)
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The critical US-Japan alliance is deeper than just military

Denmark and Kliman 6/10

Cornerstone: A Future Agenda for the U.S.-Japan Alliance

Abraham M. Denmark is a Fellow at CNAS. Dr. Daniel M. Kliman is a Visiting Fellow at CNAS.

http://www.cnas.org/files/documents/publications/USJapanPolicyBrief_DenmarkKliman_June2010.pdf

The center for a new American Security (cnAS) develops strong, pragmatic and principled national security and defense policies that promote and protect American interests and values. Building on the deep expertise and broad experience of its staff and advisors, cnAS engages policymakers, experts and the public with innovative fact-based research, ideas and analysis to shape and elevate the national security debate. As an independent and nonpartisan research institution, cnAS leads efforts to help inform and prepare the national security leaders of today and tomorrow.
The United States and Japan have a historic opportunity to renew their 50-year-old alliance. With a new Japanese prime minister in place and an agreement on the contentious relocation of a u.S. military base on Okinawa reached, Washington and Tokyo are poised to put past disagreements behind them and to prepare the alliance for the challenges of the 21st century.

Since its founding in 1960, the U.S.-Japan alliance has stood as one of the greatest successes of American foreign policy. It has contributed to Japan’s security and prosperity by extending the U.S. nuclear umbrella over Japan and by relieving Japan of the need to maintain large-scale power projection capabilities. Moreover, it has advanced U.S. interests by ensuring a stable balance of power in east Asia, providing a military platform for managing contingencies on the Korean Peninsula, and serving as a vehicle for enlisting Japan’s cooperation on regional and global security issues. Yet, the strategic environment has changed radi- cally since the alliance’s establishment. When the United States and Japan signed a Mutual Security Treaty in 1960, the alliance was intended primar- ily to counter the Soviet Union. China at that time was reeling from the aftereffects of the Great Leap Forward (a catastrophic attempt at rapid industri- alization) and North Korea only posed a threat to its southern neighbor rather than the entire region. Fifty years later, a rising China has become a major military power and the economic hub of East Asia. North Korea, though desperately poor, has developed nuclear weapons and missiles capable of reaching Japan. The region has become ever more economically and politically integrated, while climate change and resource competition have emerged as new “natural security” challenges. In response to this newly complex strategic envi- ronment, the alliance must evolve to ensure it remains useful for both sides. The alliance can help the United States and Japan to shape a ris- ing China’s future trajectory and to respond to an increasingly belligerent North Korea. It can also help them defend the global commons – the sea, air, space and cyber domains over which no country holds sovereignty – and augment preexisting U.S. efforts to address environmental security concerns.This policy brief outlines an agenda for alliance renewal. We begin by surveying the initial nine months of political transition in Japan (from the Liberal Democratic Party to the Democratic Party of Japan) beginning last August, a tumultuous period that has culminated in an opportunity to move the alliance forward. We then discuss how to get the fundamentals of the alliance right. Lastly, we set forth an agenda for enhancing U.S.-Japan security cooperation. The Transition Months The election of the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) on August 30, 2009 inaugurated a new phase in the U.S.-Japan alliance. After coming to power, the DPJ embarked on a foreign policy emphasizing Japan’s relations with East Asia and calling for a “more equal” alliance with the United States. Although this rhetoric unnerved some in Washington, what most troubled the alliance was the DPJ’s attempt to fulfill a campaign pledge by renegotiating a 2006 agreement with the United States that called for closing Futenma, a U.S. Marine base in Okinawa, and building a new runway in the waters off Camp Schwab – another U.S. Marine base on the island. The U.S. government initially resisted the DPJ’s bid to reopen negotiations over Futenma, arguing that an agreement was already in place and revisions would jeopardize the entire effort to transfer U.S. forces out of Japan to reduce the basing footprint there.1 Frustration mounted in Washington and Tokyo, and some observers voiced concerns about an alliance adrift.2 The United States and Japan remained at odds over Futenma for nine months until a combination of intensive U.S. diplomacy and growing disenchant- ment in Japan with then Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama’s handling of the alliance finally broke the impasse. The new agreement, issued in May 2010 via a joint statement that reaffirmed the 2006 accord, clearly weakened Hatoyama. With his support in freefall, his governing coalition in revolt, and elections for Japan’s Upper House scheduled in July 2010, Hatoyama resigned shortly thereafter. Although the new agreement will likely face consid- erable resistance from vocal opposition groups in Okinawa, it nonetheless removes a major roadblock to advancing the alliance on other fronts. The agreement on Futenma coupled with Hatoyama’s resignation heralded the end of a tur- bulent period. An alliance agenda once consumed by Futenma is now open to more productive pur- suits. And in newly chosen Prime Minister Naoto Kan, Washington has a new partner in Tokyo who does not carry the baggage of Hatoyama’s approach to Futenma, is more experienced, and, by many accounts, operates more pragmatically than his predecessor.3 Thus, the 50th anniversary of the alliance’s founding, until recently considered a squandered opportunity, can still serve as a spring- board for adapting the alliance for the political and strategic challenges of the 21st century. Getting Alliance Fundamentals Right To advance U.S. and Japanese interests over the next fifty years, the alliance must stand on a firm founda- tion. That means getting the fundamentals of the alliance right: a clear rationale based on shared inter- ests and values, effective institutions to manage the alliance, public support and long-term fiscal health. The alliance’s raison d’être is not military coop- eration – a fact obscured by the Futenma dispute. Rather, the military dimension of the alliance is merely a means for achieving shared political ends: deterring North Korea, shaping the course of China’s rise, providing the regional stability necessary for economic growth and promoting democratic values. Thus, at the next bilateral summit, the United States and Japan should begin by reemphasizing that the alliance transcends a transactional bargain in which the United States offers military protection in exchange for basing rights in Japan. To strengthen the alliance, mechanisms for manag- ing the alliance must be updated to reflect political and strategic realities. A handful of bureaucrats in Tokyo, plus a few politicians from the long- dominant Liberal Democratic Party, once served as the primary Japanese interlocutors for this vital alliance. The advent of a DPJ administration has shattered this cozy arrangement. Furthermore, the so-called “two-plus-two,” a conclave where the U.S. Secretaries of Defense and State along with their Japanese counterparts meet to chart the future of the alliance, reflects a bygone era. Many of the security challenges the alliance now confronts require cooperation across a broader spectrum of government agencies such as the United States Agency for International Development and Japan’s International Cooperation Agency, the U.S. Treasury Department and Japan’s Ministry of Finance, and the White House Office of Science and Technology Policy and Japan’s Council for Science and Technology Policy Future institutions for alliance management should therefore be inclusive, encompassing members of all the major political parties in Japan and repre- sentatives from more than just the Defense and State Departments and their Japanese equivalents. In practice, this will mean creating alliance task forces on specific issues rather than simply expand- ing the “two-plus-two” into an unwieldy whole of government dialogue. To buttress these updated institutions, the United States and Japan should create supporting networks among the next gen- eration of leaders across government, the private sector, academe, science and technology, and civil society. Washington and Tokyo also must do more to rein- force Japanese domestic support for the alliance. For most Americans the alliance is a rather abstract concept, one they occasionally see in the news. But for the Japanese people, it is a daily fact of life. Many Japanese communities host U.S. military bases and are subject to the noise, inconvenience and potential danger of living in such close prox- imity to active military training. Even Japanese communities located far from U.S. military bases encounter the alliance nearly every day in the news and political discourse. As such, the Japanese public’s support for the alliance is essential for its long-term viability. Polling in Japan shows general support for the alliance running at close to 80 per- cent, but bubbling under the surface is a good deal of pent-up frustration, especially (and critically) in Okinawa.4 The U.S. and Japanese governments must address the frustration of the Japanese public. The Japanese government and its citizens need a strategic dialogue, especially in Okinawa, which hosts a dis- proportionate number of U.S. bases and is also the poorest of Japan’s 47 prefectures. The United States must also come up with more creative – and effec- tive – ways to convey the value of the alliance to the Japanese public. Outreach to Okinawa is critical. A major public diplomacy effort in Okinawa – one that explains the purpose of American bases, listens to local concerns, and effectively addresses them – is in order. It is also time for the United States to revive long-dormant efforts to revitalize Okinawa’s economy with foreign investment, educational aid and exchanges, and infrastructure improvements, gestures more than warranted by the basing burden Okinawa has long shouldered. Putting the alliance on a firmer foundation will also require a focus on fiscal health. Japan’s declin- ing and aging population, coupled with a large national debt, will likely reduce its potential to cooperate with the United States on a host of regional and global challenges. Japan’s defense spending and foreign aid are already decreasing, and Japanese politicians are preoccupied with issues that affect an elderly population, such as health care and social security. Fiscal constraints could also limit America’s capacity to contribute to the alliance. As the baby-boomer generation retires, social spending will compete with funding allocated to defense and foreign affairs. Add to that payments on a mushrooming national debt, and the United States may have little choice but to dimin- ish its foreign commitments, including the military capabilities it brings to the alliance. Getting the alliance fundamentals right will provide a robust foundation for enhanced U.S.-Japan security coop- eration. Together, the two countries can renew the alliance to meet traditional challenges and new threats. Consequently, implementing policies to brighten the respective fiscal outlooks of both Japan and the United States is essential to the long-term health of the alliance. The United States and Japan can cooperate in ways that will boost economic growth, the ultimate solution to the looming budget squeeze. The two can expand collabora- tive research in technological fields with high commercial potential and promote demand-led growth in emerging markets to generate new export opportunities. Japan, an “infrastructure superpower,” can help bring the United Statesinto the 21st century by partnering with it on high-speed rail and starting other initiatives to modernize America’s aging infrastructure. This would create jobs in both countries, enhance the overall competitiveness of the American economy and renew the bonds of affection that undergird the alliance. Likewise, the United States, a “start- up superpower,” can support Japan’s transition [CONTINUED]
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[CONTINUED] to an economy that is more hospitable to new, innovative corporations as well as large decades- old conglomerates.

The alliance must become a more effective tool for sustaining peace and stability in Northeast Asia. Compared to the early 1990s, when the first nuclear crisis on the Korean Peninsula revealed a lack of preparation for actual military opera- tions, the alliance has come a long way. However, much more should be done. The sinking of the South Korean corvette Cheonan underscores that a military conflict in the region, a circumstance in which the alliance would play a pivotal role, is far from a hypothetical contingency. Accordingly, the United States and Japan need to upgrade the operational effectiveness of the alliance. U.S. coordination arrangements with South Korea may provide inspiration, though steps to enhance real- time coordination between the U.S. military and the Japanese Self-Defense Forces will have to take Japan’s domestic constraints (a constitutional clause and legal interpretation proscribing the use of force in all but self-defense) into account. The alliance must address the inherent contradic- tions of America’s push for a world without nuclear weapons on the one hand and a continued commit- ment to provide Japan with extended deterrence on the other. For five decades, the United States has extended its nuclear umbrella over Japan, thereby giving confidence against external attack. With the Obama administration set to reduce the American nuclear stockpile, Tokyo has begun anew to ques- tion the long-term credibility of the U.S. security guarantee. Given China’s modernization of its nuclear forces, and North Korea’s nuclear weapons tests, such concern is inevitable. To directly address Japanese doubts about the future of extended deterrence, the United States should launch a bilateral dialogue discussing what configuration of nuclear weapons and conventional capabilities is sufficient to deter would-be aggressors and then take appropriate actions once decision-makers reach accord. Otherwise, Japan may be inclined to hedge against what it perceives as a dimin- ished security guarantee by fielding long-range strike capabilities, a development that would not only destabilize the region, but also divert scarce Japanese resources to a military capability the United States can more cheaply provide. The alliance must become more than a hedge against China’s rise; it should become a means of shaping China’s future trajectory. For the alliance to effectively influence the strategic choices China makes, the United States and Japan will have to act in concert. Prime Minister Hatoyama’s dismissive approach to the possibility of a serious clash with China, and his assumption that retaining lever- age over a rising China was not as essential as the United States contended, posed a problem for bilat- eral coordination. Despite Hatoyama’s resignation, the potential for the United States and Japan to dif- fer over their respective China policies remains. To avoid the kind of miscoordination epitomized by Hatoyama’s East Asian Community concept – an ill-defined proposal for a regional bloc that initially excluded the United States – political leaders and bureaucrats on both sides should map out a shared vision of China’s desired role that transcends the generality of a “responsible stakeholder,” i.e., a state that abides by the norms and practices of the current international order and contributes to its upkeep. They should also hold a dialogue exploring the potential consequences of failing to confront the challenge that China poses, as this would serve to educate some members of the DPJ who, like Hatoyama, retain unwarranted optimism about China’s future course.
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Current military relations key to US-Japan alliance

Tkacik 4

( Senior Fellow at “The Heritage Foundation” “China’s New Challenge to the U.S.-Japan Alliance” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2004/07/Chinas-New-Challenge-to-the-US-Japan-Alliance)  

In that kind of charged atmosphere, Japan-U.S. economic negotiations held earlier in the decade took the worst turn since the end of World War II. The U.S. position was that it was no use to make general trade agreements with Japan because the Ministry of International Trade and Industry would pull strings behind the scenes to prevent private industry from buying U.S. products. So the U.S. government tried to impose numerical targets designed to secure specific market shares for U.S. goods so that the Japanese government would exercise its influence to achieve the target. Of course, that ran counter not only to free-enterprise principles, but also to the realities of Japan's administrative and economic systems. U.S.-Japan relations declined rapidly. In the end, the yen appreciated sharply against the dollar, and the pace accelerated every time a U.S. trade negotiator spoke unsympathetically of the Japanese plight. The strong yen, of course, dealt a heavy blow to Japan's export industries. The Pentagon saved Japan from the crisis. The so-called Nye Report stated that "We must not allow trade friction to undermine our security alliance." U.S. trade negotiators reportedly deplored that statement on the grounds that the U.S. would lose its most potent leverage to influence Japan. In a similar vein, the Economist magazine said that Japan, feeling assured about the alliance, would not back off in trade negotiations with the U.S. Thus Japan was saved through mutual trust between the two nations' security authorities, a relationship built in the last days of the Cold War -- the "hidden success story" as Jim Auer put it, particularly buttressed by Japan's special HNS budget as a visible symbol of cooperation. U.S. public opinion and the Congress reigned supreme in the world during the 20th century. Indeed, dealing with the U.S. Congress was, and still is, a matter of life and death to nations around the world. Granted, Japan has less talent to deal with the U.S. Congress than English-speaking nations, such as Britain and Canada. It is no exaggeration to say, however, that this special budget is the only and the biggest "brand name" Japan holds at present. Japan should not stint on this spending, in much the same sense that private-sector companies should not cut back on expenses essential to maintain their brand names. The "omoiyari" budget was conceived in the realization that Japan, being unable to cooperate with the U.S. through the use of force, should cooperate financially as much as possible. I do not think that this money-centered approach can be continued indefinitely because the alliance could be endangered if Japan watched from the sidelines when U.S. soldiers shed their blood in a military crisis in a surrounding area. In the present circumstances, however, money is the only thing Japan can provide in place of a direct military contribution. We should realize the grave implications of stinting even on such financial support. The point is that the stationing of U.S. forces in Japan is essential not only to the security of this nation and to peace in Asia, but also to the global strategy of the free and democratic nations. Therefore, Japan should maintain a firm political stance that leaves no doubt about the government's policy of providing unstinting support to help maintain the U.S. military presence. Exactly the same way of thinking should apply to the bases problem in Okinawa, for instance.
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Japans non-military contributions dominate US-Japan alliance

Yoda 5

(Rand reporter, Rand Corporation: Objective Analysis. Effective Solutions. Recalibrating Alliance 

Contributions Changing Policy Environment and Military Alliances, pdf) 

Three factors strengthened this asymmetrical character of alliance relationship coming from the obligations under the treaty. First is Japan’s Constitutional constraint (Article 9) on the use of forces. Second is Korea’s and China’s sensitivities towards Japan’s military activities, which arose from colonization of and military aggression to those countries in the past. Third is anti-militarism sentiment among Japanese population after World War II. Those factors make it difficult for Japan to expand alliance contributions in military activities beyond legal obligations under the treaty. As a result, non-military contributions of Japan including the provision of land for the U.S. forces and military contributions of the U.S. including maintenance of deterrence against enemy forces have dominated the security relationship. Having this clear demarcation both as a cause and an effect, military cooperation did not begin until the late 1970s and the scope of cooperation was limited. 
US military presence key to Japanese US alliance

Yoda 5

(Rand reporter, Rand Corporation: Objective Analysis. Effective Solutions. Recalibrating Alliance 

Contributions Changing Policy Environment and Military Alliances, pdf) 

The forward-deployed U.S. military presence in Japan, including Okinawa, demonstrates Washington's commitment to fulfilling its 1960 bilateral security treaty obligations. Although not widely known, the security treaty obligates the U.S. not only to defend Japan, but also to fulfill broader regional security responsibilities. "For the purpose of contributing to the security of Japan and the maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East,the United States of America is granted the use by its land, air and naval forces of facilities and areas in Japan.
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Maintaining troops in Okinawa key to US-Japanese relationships
Klingner 10( Bruce Klingner, Senior research fellow at Heritage Foundation, NorthEast Asia branch. Chief of CIA’s Kore Branch, “Military Base Dispute Strains U.S.-Japan Alliance” Heritage Foundation, http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2010/pdf/wm_2769.pdf) 




       









The DPJ was swept into office in a landslide electoral victory in August 2009 amidst euphoric expectations that the party would dramatically change the manner in which Japan was governed. In foreign policy, the DPJ sought to display a new assertiveness in Japan’s relations with Washington. But by choosing to dramatize the Futenma issue, Hatoyama disastrously misread the Obama Administration’s commitment to maintaining the security capabilities necessary to fulfill its bilateral defense treaty requirements. Now, just five months later, Hatoyama is buffeted by plummeting public approval, growing criticism over his indecisiveness, and financial scandals involving himself and party chief Ichiro Ozawa. Japanese public opinion polls show the highest level of support for the U.S. alliance in 50 years and rising concern that Hatoyama has damaged the important relationship with Washington. Instead, the Obama Administration must remain resolute on the need to implement the force realignment agreement, especially maintaining U.S. Marine Corps air units on Okinawa. Privately, Washington should continue to press Tokyo to quickly accept the Futenma replacement facility plan. Allowing the Futenma wound to continue to fester distracts both nations from more important issues and strains important bilateral military ties.

China threatens US Japanese relations 

Tkacik 4

( Senior Fellow at “The Heritage Foundation” “China’s New Challenge to the U.S.-Japan Alliance” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2004/07/Chinas-New-Challenge-to-the-US-Japan-Alliance)  

As Chinese warships and naval survey vessels ply Japanese waters hoping to stake their claim to potentially gas-rich seabeds, the United States is sending mixed signals to Japan on the U.S.-Japan alliance. Ambiguity in Washington may undermine Japanese confidence in the alliance-in itself, a major strategic goal for Beijing. Washington must now publicly support Japan, our most important ally in Asia, if it hopes to deter China from further adventurism in Japan's Exclusive Economic Zone. On Tuesday, July 6, Japanese antisubmarine aircraft spotted a Chinese naval survey vessel, the Nandiao 411, well within Japan's Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). The Chinese foreign ministry declined to comment on the incursion, saying it had not received any report of naval survey activities. On July 13, Japanese coast guard cutters discovered a Chinese civilian research vessel, the Xiangyanghong 9, within the EEZ and engaged in survey operations for which it had not sought, much less obtained, Japanese government permission-a possible violation of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).[1] Japanese aircraft ordered the vessel to leave the area, but the Chinese ship refused to respond. Even more ominously, on July 14, a Chinese naval vessel overtook a Japanese resource exploration ship inside the EEZ, forcing it to alter its route to avoid a collision. The Chinese navy has made a habit of traversing Japanese waters for the past two years, and Chinese ships and submarines have been particularly assertive in the past year. In January, the Japanese government declassified a report that Chinese naval vessels had entered the EEZ six times during 2003 "to survey subsea routes for Chinese submarines to enter the Pacific." These incursions include two violations of Japan's territorial waters by Ming class submarines in the vicinity of Kagoshima at the southern tip of Kyushu. So far this year, Japan's Self Defense Forces have documented at least twelve violations of the EEZ, including three separate incursions northwest of the Senkaku Islands in May alone. Alarmed by China's presence in Japanese waters, Tokyo will soon dispatch a civilian survey vessel-looking for natural gas-to the area near the Senkaku Islands (which China calls "Diaoyutai") to assert its own EEZ rights. Beijing's foreign ministry protested this news, claiming that the EEZ is "disputed." It warned Tokyo not to take "any action that may imperil China's interest and complicate the current situation." The Chinese navy's sudden assertiveness-indeed aggressiveness-in Japanese waters is a test of the U.S.-Japan alliance. Washington must be careful not to confront this challenge with its traditional studied ambiguity. Ambiguous support for an ally against China's increasingly provocative territorial encroachments will encourage China to become more aggressive not just in Japanese waters, but also in the South China Sea and, of course, the Taiwan Strait… The United States should view with alarm China's increasing aggressiveness in the Western Pacific and its continuing challenges to long-established maritime boundaries.  
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The Okinawa base is key to the US-Japan alliance that is key to peace in the Pacific. 

GREEN 6/13/10 

MICHAEL J. (Mr. Green is senior advisor and Japan chair at the Center for Strategic and International Studies and associate professor at Georgetown University.) http://online.wsj.com/article/SB10001424052748703433704575303592164774492.html?mod=wsj_india_main
To say the United States-Japan alliance has been strained under the Democratic Party of Japan's leadership is an understatement. Former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama opened his term in September with promises to counterbalance American influence through a closed "East Asia Community" and sowed doubt about Japan's commitment to America's forward presence in Asia by blocking implementation of a plan to build a new air base to replace a Marine Corps facility on Okinawa.

He threw the policy-making process into chaos with an antibureaucracy campaign that had inexperienced ministers doing the work of clerks and a collection of playwrights and television pundits in the Prime Minister's Office trying to decide security policy. Worst of all, Mr. Hatoyama let then DPJ Secretary-general Ichiro Ozawa reverse key government decisions based on the wishes of the DPJ's anti-alliance and antimarket coalition partners, the Social Democrats and the People's New Party.

Mr. Hatoyama's successor, Naoto Kan, has virtually no track record on foreign- and security-policy, but he appears keen to fix these mistakes. In his first week, he called the U.S.-Japan alliance the cornerstone of Japanese foreign policy; pledged to follow through on building the replacement for the Futenma air base; cancelled a trip to the Shanghai Expo so that he can meet President Obama before going to China; and presented plans at the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation trade-ministers' summit for a Pacific free-trade area that includes the U.S. Even more encouraging, Mr. Kan has weakened the influence of Mr. Ozawa and shifted the party's center of gravity toward national-security realists associated with Land and Transport Minister Seiji Maehara.

These are all positive signs, yet some American pundits still charge that the Obama administration undercut Mr. Hatoyama and will now reap the vengeance of the Japanese people. Not quite: Washington exhibited as much "strategic patience" with the DPJ government as it could without jeopardizing the prospects for finding a realistic alternative to the troop realignments on Okinawa. Across the board, the Japanese media have put the blame for the deteriorating bilateral relationship squarely on the Hatoyama government. Meanwhile, public opinion polls about the alliance and the U.S. held steady while Mr. Hatoyama's support collapsed to less than 20%.

The greater problem now is that the Obama administration might breathe a sigh of relief at Mr. Kan's rise to power and slip into complacent auto-pilot mode on bilateral relations.

The last nine months have been hard on a White House overwhelmed by foreign policy challenges from Afghanistan to Iran. In the former Bush administration National Security Council, where I served, there was one high level strategy session on Japan relations early on and after that coordination with Tokyo fell smoothly to officials who understood the joint strategy and had confidence in shared values and interests with Japan. The Obama National Security Council has apparently had numerous high-level sessions struggling to keep the alliance relationship with Japan on track. Now that things appear to have stabilized, Japan fatigue in Washington is a real danger.

This is not the time for the U.S. to ratchet down attention to the alliance. While Washington has been playing defense with Tokyo for the past nine months, Beijing has been on the move in the East and South China seas and Kim Jong Il has shown what he thinks of deterrence on the Korean peninsula now that he has nuclear capabilities. Pyongyang's sinking of the South Korean navy ship Cheonan has once again focused attention on security issues in North Asia.

The U.S. and Japan need to build a new strategy for preventing further erosion of the strategic equilibrium in the Pacific. Tokyo is preparing a midterm defense plan with an initial advisory board panel report due in a few months. The panel is now likely to advise strengthened security cooperation with the U.S. and other like-minded states in Asia. The Obama administration should synchronize its Asia strategy with this effort so that President Obama's visit to Japan in November on the 50th anniversary of the bilateral security treaty provides clear future vision for the alliance. Key elements should include strengthening bilateral roles and missions for defense of the maritime commons; coordinating support for democratic norms and sustainable development in Asia; and working for a bilateral U.S.-Japan economic partnership agreement and trade liberalization in the region.

Both governments will also need a strategy to rebuild support in Okinawa for the air base replacement facility. Mr. Hatoyama's flip-flopping and populism have left Mr. Kan with a real political mess on the island. In the worst-case scenario, an antibase candidate could capitalize on mounting frustration with Tokyo to win the gubernatorial election in November. Mr. Kan would then have to abandon his pledge to Washington on base realignment or pass legislation in the Diet overruling the governor. The damage to Mr. Kan and the alliance would be bad either way.

Things are looking better for the U.S.-Japan alliance. Mr. Kan has taken important steps to remove uncertainty about Japan's foreign policy trajectory under the DPJ. Now the rest of Asia—friends and foes alike—will be watching to see if the Obama administration has a strategy with Japan that goes beyond defense of the status quo.

Military presence key to alliance (5/7)

Current military relations key to US-Japan alliance

Tkacik 4

( Senior Fellow at “The Heritage Foundation” “China’s New Challenge to the U.S.-Japan Alliance” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2004/07/Chinas-New-Challenge-to-the-US-Japan-Alliance)  

In that kind of charged atmosphere, Japan-U.S. economic negotiations held earlier in the decade took the worst turn since the end of World War II. The U.S. position was that it was no use to make general trade agreements with Japan because the Ministry of International Trade and Industry would pull strings behind the scenes to prevent private industry from buying U.S. products. So the U.S. government tried to impose numerical targets designed to secure specific market shares for U.S. goods so that the Japanese government would exercise its influence to achieve the target. Of course, that ran counter not only to free-enterprise principles, but also to the realities of Japan's administrative and economic systems. U.S.-Japan relations declined rapidly. In the end, the yen appreciated sharply against the dollar, and the pace accelerated every time a U.S. trade negotiator spoke unsympathetically of the Japanese plight. The strong yen, of course, dealt a heavy blow to Japan's export industries. The Pentagon saved Japan from the crisis. The so-called Nye Report stated that "We must not allow trade friction to undermine our security alliance." U.S. trade negotiators reportedly deplored that statement on the grounds that the U.S. would lose its most potent leverage to influence Japan. In a similar vein, the Economist magazine said that Japan, feeling assured about the alliance, would not back off in trade negotiations with the U.S. Thus Japan was saved through mutual trust between the two nations' security authorities, a relationship built in the last days of the Cold War -- the "hidden success story" as Jim Auer put it, particularly buttressed by Japan's special HNS budget as a visible symbol of cooperation. U.S. public opinion and the Congress reigned supreme in the world during the 20th century. Indeed, dealing with the U.S. Congress was, and still is, a matter of life and death to nations around the world. Granted, Japan has less talent to deal with the U.S. Congress than English-speaking nations, such as Britain and Canada. It is no exaggeration to say, however, that this special budget is the only and the biggest "brand name" Japan holds at present. Japan should not stint on this spending, in much the same sense that private-sector companies should not cut back on expenses essential to maintain their brand names. The "omoiyari" budget was conceived in the realization that Japan, being unable to cooperate with the U.S. through the use of force, should cooperate financially as much as possible. I do not think that this money-centered approach can be continued indefinitely because the alliance could be endangered if Japan watched from the sidelines when U.S. soldiers shed their blood in a military crisis in a surrounding area. In the present circumstances, however, money is the only thing Japan can provide in place of a direct military contribution. We should realize the grave implications of stinting even on such financial support. The point is that the stationing of U.S. forces in Japan is essential not only to the security of this nation and to peace in Asia, but also to the global strategy of the free and democratic nations. Therefore, Japan should maintain a firm political stance that leaves no doubt about the government's policy of providing unstinting support to help maintain the U.S. military presence. Exactly the same way of thinking should apply to the bases problem in Okinawa, for instance.

Military presence key to alliance (6/7)

Japans non-military contributions dominate US-Japan alliance

Yoda 5

(Rand reporter, Rand Corporation: Objective Analysis. Effective Solutions. Recalibrating Alliance 

Contributions Changing Policy Environment and Military Alliances, pdf) 

Three factors strengthened this asymmetrical character of alliance relationship coming from 
the obligations under the treaty. First is Japan’s Constitutional constraint (Article 9) on the use of 
forces. Second is Korea’s and China’s sensitivities towards Japan’s military activities, which arose 
from colonization of and military aggression to those countries in the past. Third is anti-militarism 
sentiment among Japanese population after World War II. Those factors make it difficult for Japan 
to expand alliance contributions in military activities beyond legal obligations under the treaty. As a 
result, non-military contributions of Japan including the provision of land for the U.S. forces and 
military contributions of the U.S. including maintenance of deterrence against enemy forces have 
dominated the security relationship. Having this clear demarcation both as a cause and an effect, 
military cooperation did not begin until the late 1970s and the scope of cooperation was limited. 

US military presence key to Japanese US alliance

Yoda 5

(Rand reporter, Rand Corporation: Objective Analysis. Effective Solutions. Recalibrating Alliance 

Contributions Changing Policy Environment and Military Alliances, pdf) 

The forward-deployed U.S. military presence in Japan, including Okinawa, demonstrates Washington's commitment to fulfilling its 1960 bilateral security treaty obligations. Although not widely known, the security treaty obligates the U.S. not only to defend Japan, but also to fulfill broader regional security responsibilities. "For the purpose of contributing to the security of Japan and the maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East,the United States of America is granted the use by its land, air and naval forces of facilities and areas in Japan.

Military presence key to alliance (7/7)

Maintaining troops in Okinawa key to US-Japanese relationships

Klingner 10

( Bruce Klingner, Senior research fellow at Heritage Foundation, NorthEast Asia branch. Chief of CIA’s Kore Branch, “Military Base Dispute Strains U.S.-Japan Alliance” Heritage Foundation, http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2010/pdf/wm_2769.pdf) 




       









The DPJ was swept into office in a landslide electoral victory in August 2009 amidst euphoric expectations that the party would dramatically change the manner in which Japan was governed. In foreign policy, the DPJ sought to display a new assertiveness in Japan’s relations with Washington. But by choosing to dramatize the Futenma issue, Hatoyama disastrously misread the Obama Administration’s commitment to maintaining the security capabilities necessary to fulfill its bilateral defense treaty requirements. Now, just five months later, Hatoyama is buffeted by plummeting public approval, growing criticism over his indecisiveness, and financial scandals involving himself and party chief Ichiro Ozawa. Japanese public opinion polls show the highest level of support for the U.S. alliance in 50 years and rising concern that Hatoyama has damaged the important relationship with Washington. Instead, the Obama Administration must remain resolute on the need to implement the force realignment agreement, especially maintaining U.S. Marine Corps air units on Okinawa. Privately, Washington should continue to press Tokyo to quickly accept the Futenma replacement facility plan. Allowing the Futenma wound to continue to fester distracts both nations from more important issues and strains important bilateral military ties.

China threatens US Japanese relations 

Tkacik 4

( Senior Fellow at “The Heritage Foundation” “China’s New Challenge to the U.S.-Japan Alliance” http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2004/07/Chinas-New-Challenge-to-the-US-Japan-Alliance)  

As Chinese warships and naval survey vessels ply Japanese waters hoping to stake their claim to potentially gas-rich seabeds, the United States is sending mixed signals to Japan on the U.S.-Japan alliance. Ambiguity in Washington may undermine Japanese confidence in the alliance-in itself, a major strategic goal for Beijing. Washington must now publicly support Japan, our most important ally in Asia, if it hopes to deter China from further adventurism in Japan's Exclusive Economic Zone. On Tuesday, July 6, Japanese antisubmarine aircraft spotted a Chinese naval survey vessel, the Nandiao 411, well within Japan's Exclusive Economic Zone (EEZ). The Chinese foreign ministry declined to comment on the incursion, saying it had not received any report of naval survey activities. On July 13, Japanese coast guard cutters discovered a Chinese civilian research vessel, the Xiangyanghong 9, within the EEZ and engaged in survey operations for which it had not sought, much less obtained, Japanese government permission-a possible violation of the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea (UNCLOS).[1] Japanese aircraft ordered the vessel to leave the area, but the Chinese ship refused to respond. Even more ominously, on July 14, a Chinese naval vessel overtook a Japanese resource exploration ship inside the EEZ, forcing it to alter its route to avoid a collision. The Chinese navy has made a habit of traversing Japanese waters for the past two years, and Chinese ships and submarines have been particularly assertive in the past year. In January, the Japanese government declassified a report that Chinese naval vessels had entered the EEZ six times during 2003 "to survey subsea routes for Chinese submarines to enter the Pacific." These incursions include two violations of Japan's territorial waters by Ming class submarines in the vicinity of Kagoshima at the southern tip of Kyushu. So far this year, Japan's Self Defense Forces have documented at least twelve violations of the EEZ, including three separate incursions northwest of the Senkaku Islands in May alone. Alarmed by China's presence in Japanese waters, Tokyo will soon dispatch a civilian survey vessel-looking for natural gas-to the area near the Senkaku Islands (which China calls "Diaoyutai") to assert its own EEZ rights. Beijing's foreign ministry protested this news, claiming that the EEZ is "disputed." It warned Tokyo not to take "any action that may imperil China's interest and complicate the current situation." The Chinese navy's sudden assertiveness-indeed aggressiveness-in Japanese waters is a test of the U.S.-Japan alliance. Washington must be careful not to confront this challenge with its traditional studied ambiguity. Ambiguous support for an ally against China's increasingly provocative territorial encroachments will encourage China to become more aggressive not just in Japanese waters, but also in the South China Sea and, of course, the Taiwan Strait… The United States should view with alarm China's increasing aggressiveness in the Western Pacific and its continuing challenges to long-established maritime boundaries.  

U.S. Jap relations good

US, Japan relations unaffected by PM's resignation 

AFP 6/2 (6/2/10,  Agence France-Presse , “US, Japan relations unaffected by PM's resignation” http://www.google.com/hostednews/afp/article/ALeqM5jBNtvewQHZM2q35LVUaMKfsQ9ljg)
The White House said Wednesday Japan was one of America's "best friends" in the world, and that the relationship would not be adversely affected by the departure of Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. Hatoyama stepped down after a brief tenure disrupted by a political and diplomatic row over a US air base in Japan, after taking office vowing to forge a more equal relationship with Washington. "We respect the Japanese political process and Prime Minister Hatoyama?s decision to step down," White House spokesman Robert Gibbs said in a statement. "The selection of Japan's next prime minister is a matter for the Japanese people and political process. "The US-Japan bilateral relationship is very strong and deeply rooted in our common interests and values. "Our alliance has flourished under each Japanese prime minister and US president for the past half century and will continue to strengthen in the years to come," Gibbs said. Earlier, Gibbs's deputy Bill Burton told reporters that Japan was "one of our best friends in the world and that alliance is not going to change as a result of any change in leadership in that country." "We'll watch the political process take its course and be waiting like everybody else to see who the next prime minister will be," Burton said on Air Force One as Obama flew to Pittsburgh. 

Status quo solves relations (1/2)

Hosono has made promises to strengthen U.S.-Japan relations regardless of the base

Rogin 6/21/10

Josh (staff writer for the magazine Foreign Policy) http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/21/hosono_washington_can_trust_japan_again
The new acting secretary general of Japan's ruling party took time out of a heated campaign to visit Washington briefly Friday night, to deliver the message that the Obama administration no longer has to worry about the Japanese government's commitment to the U.S.-Japan alliance.

In what several observers called his "reassurance tour," rising star Goshi Hosono spoke to a group of experts and officials at a dinner hosted by the Center for a New American Security, the culminating event of the think tank's two-day conference on U.S.-Japan relations. Hosono took over the position when former Secretary General Ichiro Ozawa stepped down along with Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama last month.

Hosono was forceful, even aggressive, in describing the importance of the security relationship between the world's top two economies and the need for Japan to take a larger and more active role in regional security operations.

He spoke about working toward a "close and equal" U.S.-Japan alliance and pledged to work to "deepen" the alliance through a "functional expansion of its powers."

"The alliance must serve not only as a public good in bringing stability to the region, but it must also play an active, problem solving role in regard to a number of pressing issues," he said.

The decline of U.S. naval power presents an opportunity for Japan to be more involved in maritime security, Hosono said, including participating in operations to protect sea lanes.

Hosono addressed directly the poor relationship Hatoyama had with President Obama. That relationship soured when Hatoyama asked Obama to "trust" him on the issue of the Futenma Marine corps base on Okinana. Obama felt that Hatoyama betrayed that trust, leading to a cooling of the relationship at the highest levels.

"There are many people in the room who are not sure whether [Prime Minister Naoto] Kan is trustworthy. We feel in Japan that through his leadership, we can trust him," Hosono said.

The Obama administration saw chaos in the Japanese decision making in the Hatoyama administration, but Hosono promised this would also be addressed by the new government. He said there will be a "firm control tower" inside the cabinet, made up of by Prime Minister Kan, Chief Cabinet Secretary Yoshito Sengoku, and the General Secretary of the party Yukio Edano.

He promised to stick to the deal that Hatoyama finally struck with Washington over Futenma and pledged to focus on "reducing the burden" on Okinawa residents while sticking to the agreement.  

As for whether the Obama administration's tough stance on the Futenma base contributed to Hatoyama's downfall, Hosono said that actually, it did.

"This a large issue for those of us who are politicians," he said. "The reason that the Hatoyama administration could not continue was not because this issue was of such strong interest in the domestic sphere, but that it grew to be a large foreign policy issue that made the administration vulnerable."

Status Quo solves relations

Hosono has made promises to strengthen U.S.-Japan relations regardless of the base

Rogin 6/21/10

Josh (staff writer for the magazine Foreign Policy) http://thecable.foreignpolicy.com/posts/2010/06/21/hosono_washington_can_trust_japan_again
The new acting secretary general of Japan's ruling party took time out of a heated campaign to visit Washington briefly Friday night, to deliver the message that the Obama administration no longer has to worry about the Japanese government's commitment to the U.S.-Japan alliance.

In what several observers called his "reassurance tour," rising star Goshi Hosono spoke to a group of experts and officials at a dinner hosted by the Center for a New American Security, the culminating event of the think tank's two-day conference on U.S.-Japan relations. Hosono took over the position when former Secretary General Ichiro Ozawa stepped down along with Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama last month.

Hosono was forceful, even aggressive, in describing the importance of the security relationship between the world's top two economies and the need for Japan to take a larger and more active role in regional security operations.

He spoke about working toward a "close and equal" U.S.-Japan alliance and pledged to work to "deepen" the alliance through a "functional expansion of its powers."

"The alliance must serve not only as a public good in bringing stability to the region, but it must also play an active, problem solving role in regard to a number of pressing issues," he said. The decline of U.S. naval power presents an opportunity for Japan to be more involved in maritime security, Hosono said, including participating in operations to protect sea lanes. Hosono addressed directly the poor relationship Hatoyama had with President Obama. That relationship soured when Hatoyama asked Obama to "trust" him on the issue of the Futenma Marine corps base on Okinana. Obama felt that Hatoyama betrayed that trust, leading to a cooling of the relationship at the highest levels. "There are many people in the room who are not sure whether [Prime Minister Naoto] Kan is trustworthy. We feel in Japan that through his leadership, we can trust him," Hosono said.

The Obama administration saw chaos in the Japanese decision making in the Hatoyama administration, but Hosono promised this would also be addressed by the new government. He said there will be a "firm control tower" inside the cabinet, made up of by Prime Minister Kan, Chief Cabinet Secretary Yoshito Sengoku, and the General Secretary of the party Yukio Edano. He promised to stick to the deal that Hatoyama finally struck with Washington over Futenma and pledged to focus on "reducing the burden" on Okinawa residents while sticking to the agreement.  As for whether the Obama administration's tough stance on the Futenma base contributed to Hatoyama's downfall, Hosono said that actually, it did. "This a large issue for those of us who are politicians," he said. "The reason that the Hatoyama administration could not continue was not because this issue was of such strong interest in the domestic sphere, but that it grew to be a large foreign policy issue that made the administration vulnerable."

Status quo solves relations (2/2)

Status quo solves relations

YAMAGUCHI 6/6/10

MARI (Associative Press writer) http://www.google.com/hostednews/ap/article/ALeqM5hlQO-kyvIEyrc0I90V5l0LFN7JTwD9G5L9EO0

TOKYO — Japan's new prime minister made his diplomatic debut Sunday in a telephone call with President Barack Obama, reaffirming his country's alliance with Washington and promising to work hard on an agreement to relocate a contentious U.S. Marine base.
Naoto Kan, a straight-talking populist, was elected prime minister Friday, replacing Yukio Hatoyama who stepped down last week after breaking a campaign promise to move the Marine base off the southern island of Okinawa.

Kan told Obama that relations with Washington are a "cornerstone" of Japan's diplomacy and vowed to "further deepen and develop the Japan-U.S. alliance to tackle global and regional challenges," Japan's Foreign Ministry said.

He also promised Obama to "make a strenuous effort" to tackle the relocation of Marine Air Station Futenma, it said.

Under an agreement signed last month between the two governments, the base is to be moved to a less-crowded part of Okinawa, but Kan faces intense opposition from island residents who want it moved off Okinawa completely, as Hatoyama had promised. Because their opposition is so intense, some analysts have questioned whether the plan can actually be carried out.

A White House statement did not mention Futenma, saying "the two leaders agreed to work very closely together" and consult on the nuclear programs in North Korea and Iran. An administration official added the leaders "hit it off well on a personal level."

The Futenma issue is just one of many tough challenges facing Kan, whose foremost mission is to win back voters disgusted by Hatoyama's broken promise and the corrupt image instilled by party heavyweight Ichiro Ozawa, who also resigned last week from the party's No. 2 post.

Troops k2 deterrence (1/3)

U.S. troop presence key to stability

Nye 95

( PhD in political science from Harvard, Chairman of the National Security Council at Harvard University, “East Asian Security: The Case For Deep Engagement” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/51210/joseph-s-nye-jr/east-asian-security-the-case-for-deep-engagement) 

There are a number of reasons for East Asian prosperity, including high savings rates and successful macroeconomic policies. But among the important and often neglected reasons for East Asia's success are American alliances in the region and the continued presence of substantial U.S. forces. Our national interests demand our deep engagement in the region. We back up that engagement with our steadfast commitment to sustain a forward military presence of about 100,000 American troops in East Asia, of whom 36,000 stand by our ally the Republic of Korea, while 47,000 demonstrate our commitment to regional security and the defense of Japan. The U.S. presence is a force for stability, reducing the need for arms buildups and deterring the rise of hegemonic forces. Political order is not sufficient to explain economic prosperity, but it is necessary. Analysts who ignore the importance of this political order are like people who forget the importance of the oxygen they breathe. Security is like oxygen--you tend not to notice it until you begin to lose it, but once that occurs there is nothing else that you will think about.

US troops key to deterrence in East Asia

Nye 95

( PhD in political science from Harvard, Chairman of the National Security Council at Harvard University, “East Asian Security: The Case For Deep Engagement” http://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/51210/joseph-s-nye-jr/east-asian-security-the-case-for-deep-engagement) 

If security dilemma theory is applied to East Asia, the chance for spirals of tension in the area seems great, particularly in the absence of a U.S. military presence in the region. The theory states that, in an uncertain and anarchic international system, mistrust between two or more potential adversaries can lead each side to take precaustionary and defensively motivated measure that are perceived as offensive threats. This can lead to countermeasures in kind, thus ratcheting up regional tensions, reducing security, and creating self-fulfilling prophecies about the danger of one’s security environment. If we look at the variables that might fuel security dilemma dynamics, East Asia appears quite dangerous. From a standard realist perspective, not only could dramatic and unpredictable changes in the distribution of capabilities in East Asia increase uncertainty and mistrust, but the importance of sea-lanes and secure energy supplies to almost all regional actors could encourage a destabilizing competition to develop power-projection capabilities on the seas and in the skies. Because they are perceived as offensive, power projection forces are more likely to spark spirals of tension than weapons that can defend only a nation’s homeland. Perhaps even more important in East Asia than these more commonly considered variable are psychological factors (such as the historically based mistrust and animosity among regional actors) and political geography issues relating to the Taiwan question, which make even defensive weapons in the region appear threatening to Chinese security. One way to ameliorate security dilemmas and prevent spirals of tension is to have an outside arbiter play a policing role, lessening the perceived need for regional actors to begin destabilizing security competitions. For this reasons, most scholars, regardless of theoretical persuasion, seem to agree with U.S. officials and local leaders that a major factor in containing potential tensions in East Asia is the continuing presence of the U.S. military, particularly in Japan. 

Station forces in Japan key to international security in the far east

Yoda 5

(Rand reporter, Rand Corporation: Objective Analysis. Effective Solutions. Recalibrating Alliance 
Contributions Changing Policy Environment and Military Alliances, pdf) 

For Japan, “Granting right to station forces in Japan” is the obligation of Article VI of the Security Treaty. “Increase of scope of Japan’s role in the Article VI emergency” is, although not obligation of the treaty, to expand the scope of cooperation in case of the U.S. military activities around Japan for “the maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East” (Article VI), for example, when a conflict takes place on the Korean Peninsula. Japan’s contribution includes, for example, rear area support of the U.S. military. “Increase of scope of Japan’s role in the Article V emergency” is to increase the role of Japanese military in direct attack of Japan or to prevent the attack, for example, by increasing responsibility of sea lane defense. “Increase of scope of Japan’s role in out of the security treaty areas” is to increase the role of Japanese military in emergencies not related to either Article V or VI of the security treaty. For example, logistic support by Japan’s military for the U.S. forces in Iraq is included in this category. I include “defense spending” for Japan because buildup of defense capability of Japan contributes to the increase of deterrence of the alliance, and also contributes to the reduction of burden for the U.S. to help Japan if Japan is under attack.25 
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Defense contribution of US key to deterrence

Yoda 5

(Rand reporter, Rand Corporation: Objective Analysis. Effective Solutions. Recalibrating Alliance 

Contributions Changing Policy Environment and Military Alliances, pdf) 

For the U.S., “Military assistance in the Article V emergency” is the obligation of Article V, 

that is, to help Japan’s defense when Japan is under direct attack. “Military assistance in the Article 
VI emergency” is the U.S. military’s contribution, although not the treaty obligation, for “the 
maintenance of international peace and security in the Far East” (Article VI). “Stationing of forces in 
Japan” is the contribution based on Article VI for “the security of Japan and the maintenance of 
international peace and security in the Far East.” I include “defense spending” for the U.S. because 
defense capability of the U.S. contributes to the increase of alliance’s deterrence against neighboring 
countries of Japan.  

US troops key to deterrence

Klingner 10

( Bruce Klingner, Senior research fellow at Heritage Foundation, NorthEast Asia branch. Chief of CIA’s Kore Branch, “Military Base Dispute Strains U.S.-Japan Alliance” Heritage Foundation, http://s3.amazonaws.com/thf_media/2010/pdf/wm_2769.pdf)  

To garner increased Japanese support for the realignment plan, Washington should boost public diplomacy efforts to better educate Japanese officials and the populace on the necessity of forward-based U.S. forces to not only defend Japan but to also maintain peace and stability in Asia. Washington should explain how U.S. military capabilities are dependent on coordinated, integrated strategies, including that of the Marine Air Ground Task Force. As such, the U.S. Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable component of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis. Washington should also call on the DPJ to define a coherent national security policy, including the specifics of the party’s repeated demands for a more equal alliance Japanese support for the realignment plan,  Tokyo would have to assume greater responsibilities for its own defense as well as addressing global security challenges. A year ago, the 50th anniversary of the U.S.–Japan defense treaty was seen as an opportunity for transforming the military alliance to a broader security relationship. Now, discussion is focused primarily on repairing the status quo or even saving the alliance. It is worrisome that U.S. officials are expressing growing frustration and mistrust of DPJ intentions, particularly when North Korean and Chinese security threats to Asia are expanding. It is important that both countries understand 

that Japanese and U.S. national interests are best served by maintaining and strengthening the alliance. U.S. forward-deployed forces in Japan and South Korea provide a tangible sign of Washington’s commitment to defending its allies as well as the values that these countries share. 

Okanawa Key/A2: Aff not immediate action

Klingner 10

( Bruce Klingner, Senior research fellow at Heritage Foundation, NorthEast Asia branch. Chief of CIA’s Kore Branch, “U.S. Should Stay Firm on Implementation of Okinawa Force Realignment” Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/research/reports/2009/12/us-should-stay-firm-on-implementation-of-okinawa-force-realignment) 

Many U.S. experts and media advocate that the U.S. should simply accept the new Japanese government's political rationale for altering the security accord. Some assert that the U.S. must embrace the new realities of the transformed Japanese political landscape. Doing so, however, would impair U.S. national interests by diminishing Washington's ability to defend Japan and maintain peace and stability in Asia.The strategic reasons for the U.S. and Japan to fulfill their security treaty commitments have been missing from most of the debate thus far. Alternative proposals have been devoid of military operational facts and have failed to acknowledge the long history of assessing and dismissing other possible options. Statements such as those asserting that the "only reason the U.S. won't consolidate the air bases on Okinawa is because the U.S. Marines and Air Force can't or won't talk to each other" are simplistic, insulting to the men and women of the U.S. military, and wrong. A 13-year review of alternative sites concluded that the existing bilateral agreement provides the best solution to fulfilling the security requirements of both the U.S. and Japan. As such, Japan should support the planned relocation of the Futenma U.S. Marine Corps Air Station to Camp Schwab on Okinawa. Further delays in resolving the issue threaten to poison negotiations on other bilateral military operational issues, such as nuclear transparency and revising the Status of Forces Agreement.
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Continued US presence in Japan is key to Japan’s security and checks on China and North Korea

The Yomiuri Shimbun 03/02/10 

http://www.asianewsnet.net/news.php?id=9897&sec=3
Japan's leading English-language newspaper--is published by The Yomiuri Shimbun which has the largest circulation of any newspaper in Japan.

As did the last report, the latest version highlights the Pentagon's vigilance regarding China's military expansion, a process that has lacked transparency. The report says China has been developing and fielding ballistic missiles, new attack submarines, cyber-attack capability, and counter-space systems, pointing out that many doubts remain about their long-term purposes.

The report also referred to a fear that nuclear proliferation may proceed at once due to instability or collapse of nuclear powers. This reflects the United States' strong concern about international terrorist organizations, North Korea's nuclear tests and long-range ballistic missiles and Iran's nuclear development.

Expansion of various threats may weaken the effectiveness of the forward deployment of US forces and the US nuclear deterrent, something that also would have a serious effect on Japan's security. Thorough coordination between Japan and the United States is necessary.

Meanwhile, senior foreign and defense officials from Japan and the United States entered into discussions in Tokyo aimed at deepening the bilateral alliance, as the current bilateral security treaty marked its 50th anniversary this year.

Dangers must be considered

It is vital that the acknowledgement of the threats posed by China's military expansion and North Korea's nuclear development presented in the report should be reflected in future discussions.

In light of the rapid modernisation of China's military, it is indispensable to strengthen cooperation between the Self-Defence Forces and the US military and to make an effort to strengthen deterrence.

The report hammered out a policy to steadily implement the realignment of US forces in Japan, ensuring the long term presence of the US forces in Japan and the reorganization of US forces in Guam.

It is important that Japan and the United States share awareness of the security environment of Asia and the rest of the world, then continue strategic discussions on examining rolesharing and cooperation.
Withdrawal from US bases in Japan is inevitable – Prime minister promises

RTT News, 6/24 (6/24/10, ,“Kan Apologizes To Okinawans, Vows To Ease U.S. Base Burden “, http://www.rttnews.com/Content/GeneralNews.aspx?Id=1342617&SM=1)

In his first visit to the prefecture since taking office this month, Kan also expressed his resolve to reduce the burden being borne by local governments and people in the prefecture, which hosts over 70 per cent of the U.S. military facilities located in Japan. "I pledge here to make increased, sincere efforts to reduce your burden and eliminate the dangers [posed by the U.S. bases]," he said. The Premier said he would respect the Japan-U.S. accord announced on May 28 to move the U.S. Marine Corps Futenma Air Station from a crowded residential area to a less populated coastal area in Okinawa, despite calls from locals to relocate the base outside the prefecture. However, he said the relocation would not start anytime soon. "[The replacement facility's] construction won't start immediately after experts have completed reviewing [the facility's] construction method and other issues in August," Kan said, adding: "I'd like to fully respect [the will of] local governments." Okinawa Governor Hirokazu Nakaima, who also attended the memorial service, reiterated the need to alleviate the burdens on people in his prefecture. "Reducing the burden of hosting the bases and eliminating the danger of Futenma Air Station at an early date are issues people in this country have to tackle equally," he said. Wednesday also marked the 50th anniversary of the enforcement of the current Japan-U.S. Security Treaty--the reason behind the U.S. military presence in Japan--entering into force. "The Japan-U.S. Security Treaty and the Japan-U.S. Status of Forces Agreement took effect 50 years ago today," Nakaima added. "It is my wish that burdens on the people in the prefecture will be relieved in a visible way in this significant year." 

Japan rearm bad (1/2)

An amendment to Article 9 of Japan’s constitution would increase East Asian tensions escalating to a third world war. 

Diocese 07 

Chubu, International Cooperation Committee member, Changing Japan's Constitution--A Giant Step Backwards for World Peace http://www.peaceactionme.org/changing-japans-constitution-giant-step-backwards-world-peace
Article 9 of the Japanese constitution is Japan’s renunciation of war following World War II. The U.S. is placing considerable pressure on Japan to change its Peace Constitution, which will very likely increase hostilities in Asia. The following statement was issued by the Chubu Diocese of the Anglican Episcopal Church in Japan. There are many Japanese citizens who are fighting the change. We must let them know that the U.S. Peace Movement stands in solidarity with them. International Cooperation Committee asking for your help in promoting peace in Asia. This is the current article 9 of the Japanese Constitution: “Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling international disputes. In order to accomplish the aim of the preceding paragraph, land, sea, and air forces, as well as other war potential, will never be maintained. The right of belligerence of the state will not be recognized. Article 9 of the current Japanese Constitution

This article was placed into Japan’s Constitution at the end of World War II, as a promise, and some say an apology, to all those Asian countries and Pacific Islands it invaded and occupied before and during World War II, in order to ‘renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation’. The present Prime Minister of Japan, Shinzo Abe, and his government wish to change the present Article 9 of the Japanese constitution to the following: 1. Aspiring sincerely to an international peace based on justice and order, the Japanese people forever renounce war as a sovereign right of the nation and the threat or use of force as means of settling international disputes. 2. In order to secure the peace and independence of our country and the safety of the country and the people, a self-defense army is maintained under the command of the Prime Minister. 3) The Self-Defense Army, in addition to activities carried out to fulfill the tasks determined in paragraph 1, in accordance with what is established in law can carry out activities in international cooperation in order to secure international peace and safety, to maintain public order in emergency situations, or to protect the life and liberty of the people.’ On the face of it, this may not seem to be much of a change; Japan already has a large self defense force, which, under the name of humanitarian support, took part in operations in Iraq, in theory, as engineers repairing waterworks and such like, however in practice airlifting US troops and transporting military supplies; whether this was actually legal under the present constitution is currently being contested in court. However, it is widely believed that changing Article 9 to the above will have a major impact in Asia and globally, and there is deep concern in the region with regard to the effect the change would have on stability in the region ; the integration of the Japanese Defense Forces into US military strategy, and the distancing of Japan from its Asian neighbors.

There is a significant degree of distrust of Japan in Asia, due to its actions before and during the Second World War, and its failure to apologize for them; worship by the former Prime Minister Koizumi at Yasukuni Shrine, which, among normal soldiers’ graves, houses the graves of war criminals, raising them up as national heroes; school textbooks with no mention of Japan’s past; disagreements over historical matters like the Nanking Massacre, and its close identification with the United States. The above amendment to the constitution would mean that Japan would, like Britain, be able to take part in future in conflicts around the world, and commit to military cooperation with the USA, whereas the present constitution does not allow this. Japan has, by some calculations, the fifth(as of 2006) most powerful military in the world; a change in the peace clause of Japan’s constitution, allowing it to take part in military activities in other countries, would make a large difference to the meaning of Japan’s military strength to its neighboring countries. Japan would seem more threatening, and the change would probably start an arms race, particularly with China, increasing military tension in the area. This tension would probably focus around the inflammable Taiwan and North Korea situations, affecting stability in the area, and increasing the risk of conflict.

One of the reasons given for changing Article 9 is that Japan would be able to take part in UN ‘peacekeeping’ operations. In Iraq, the Japanese forces were welcomed because of Article 9; the Iraqis knew the Japanese Defense Forces were not coming to fight. Japan can have a special role in these situations because of Article 9. Changing the clause would be discarding the present clause before we know its full potential, depriving Japan of the opportunity to make a contribution to countries in situations of conflict, which no other country can. If we don’t dissuade Japan’s Abe government from changing Japan’s Peace Constitution, not only will the world be losing a powerful instrument for peace, but the change may also precipitate a war in Asia, in which China would almost certainly be involved, and to which the US would almost certainly respond. Are you prepared to sit by and watch a Third World War begin? If not, we ask you to put pressure on your government to discourage the Japanese Government from amending Article 9 of Japan’s Peace Constitution.

Japan rearm bad (2/2)

Japanese rearm would increase tensions in East Asia 

Johnson 3/15/05

(President of the Japan Policy Research Institute. Author of Blowback Trilogy -- Blowback: The Costs and Consequences of American Empire, and The Sorrows of Empire: Militarism, Secrecy, and the End of the Republic)

I recall forty years ago, when I was a new professor working in the field of Chinese and Japanese international relations, that Edwin O. Reischauer once commented, "The great payoff from our victory of 1945 was a permanently disarmed Japan." Born in Japan and a Japanese historian at Harvard, Reischauer served as American ambassador to Tokyo in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. Strange to say, since the end of the Cold War in 1991 and particularly under the administration of George W. Bush, the United States has been doing everything in its power to encourage and even accelerate Japanese rearmament. Such a development promotes hostility between China and Japan, the two superpowers of East Asia, sabotages possible peaceful solutions in those two problem areas, Taiwan and North Korea, left over from the Chinese and Korean civil wars, and lays the foundation for a possible future Sino-American conflict that the United States would almost surely lose. It is unclear whether the ideologues and war lovers of Washington understand what they are unleashing -- a possible confrontation between the world's fastest growing industrial economy, China, and the world's second most productive, albeit declining, economy, Japan; a confrontation which the United States would have both caused and in which it might well be consumed. Let me make clear that in East Asia we are not talking about a little regime-change war of the sort that Bush and Cheney advocate. After all, the most salient characteristic of international relations during the last century was the inability of the rich, established powers -- Great Britain and the United States -- to adjust peacefully to the emergence of new centers of power in Germany, Japan, and Russia. The result was two exceedingly bloody world wars, a forty-five-year-long Cold War between Russia and the "West," and innumerable wars of national liberation (such as the quarter-century long one in Vietnam) against the arrogance and racism of European, American, and Japanese imperialism and colonialism.The major question for the twenty-first century is whether this fateful inability to adjust to changes in the global power-structure can be overcome. Thus far the signs are negative. Can the United States and Japan, today's versions of rich, established powers, adjust to the reemergence of China -- the world's oldest, continuously extant civilization -- this time as a modern superpower? Or is China's ascendancy to be marked by yet another world war, when the pretensions of European civilization in its U.S. and Japanese projections are finally put to rest? That is what is at stake. Alice-in-Wonderland Policies and the Mother of All Financial Crises China, Japan, and the United States are the three most productive economies on Earth, but China is the fastest growing (at an average rate of 9.5% per annum for over two decades), whereas both the U.S. and Japan are saddled with huge and mounting debts and, in the case of Japan, stagnant growth rates. China is today the world's sixth largest economy (the U.S. and Japan being first and second) and our third largest trading partner after Canada and Mexico. According to CIA statisticians in their Factbook 2003, China is actually already the second-largest economy on Earth measured on a purchasing power parity basis -- that is, in terms of what China actually produces rather than prices and exchange rates. The CIA calculates the United States' gross domestic product (GDP) -- the total value of all goods and services produced within a country -- for 2003 as $10.4 trillion and China's $5.7 trillion. This gives China's 1.3 billion people a per capita GDP of $4,385.Between 1992 and 2003, Japan was China's largest trading partner, but in 2004 Japan fell to third place, behind the European Union (EU) and the United States. China's trade volume for 2004 was $1.2 trillion, third in the world after the U.S. and Germany, and well ahead of Japan's $1.07 trillion. China's trade with the U.S. grew some 34% in 2004 and has turned Los Angeles, Long Beach, and Oakland into the three busiest seaports in America. The truly significant trade development of 2004 was the EU's emergence as China's biggest economic partner, suggesting the possibility of a Sino-European cooperative bloc confronting a less vital Japanese-American one. As Britain's Financial Times observed, "Three years after its entry into the World Trade Organization [in 2001], China's influence in global commerce is no longer merely significant. It is crucial." For example, most Dell Computers sold in the U.S. are made in China, as are the DVD players of Japan's Funai Electric Company. Funai annually exports some 10 million DVD players and television sets from China to the United States, where they are sold primarily in Wal-Mart stores. China's trade with Europe in 2004 was worth $177.2 billion, with the United States $169.6 billion, and with Japan $167.8 billion. China's growing economic weight in the world is widely recognized and applauded, but it is China's growth rates and their effect on the future global balance of power that the U.S. and Japan, rightly or wrongly, fear. The CIA's National Intelligence Council forecasts that China's GDP will equal Britain's in 2005, Germany's in 2009, Japan's in 2017, and the U.S.'s in 2042. But Shahid Javed Burki, former vice president of the World Bank's China Department and a former finance minister of Pakistan, predicts that by 2025 China will probably have a GDP of $25 trillion in terms of purchasing power parity and will have become the world's largest economy followed by the United States at $20 trillion and India at about $13 trillion -- and Burki's analysis is based on a conservative prediction of a 6% Chinese growth rate sustained over the next two decades. He foresees Japan's inevitable decline because its population will begin to shrink drastically after about 2010. Japan's Ministry of Internal Affairs reports that the number of men in Japan already declined by 0.01% in 2004; and some demographers, it notes, anticipate that by the end of the century the country's population could shrink by nearly two-thirds, from 127.7 million today to 45 million, the same population it had in 1910. By contrast China's population is showing signs that it will stabilize at approximately 1.4 billion people, and is heavily weighted toward males. (The government-imposed one-child-per-family policy and the availability of sonograms have resulted in a ratio of 129 boys born for every 100 girls; 147 boys for every 100 girls for couples seeking second or third children.) Chinese domestic economic growth is expected to continue for decades, reflecting the pent-up demand of its huge population, relatively low levels of personal debt, and a dynamic underground economy not recorded in official statistics. Most important, China's external debt is relatively small and easily covered by its reserves; whereas both the U.S. and Japan are approximately $7 trillion in the red, which is worse for Japan with less than half the U.S. population and economic clout. Ironically, part of Japan's debt is a product of its efforts to help prop up America's global imperial stance. For example, in the period since the end of the Cold War, Japan has subsidized America's military bases in Japan to the staggering tune of approximately $70 billion. Refusing to pay for its profligate consumption patterns and military expenditures through taxes on its own citizens, the United States is financing these outlays by going into debt to Japan, China, Taiwan, South Korea, Hong Kong, and India. This situation has become increasingly unstable as the U.S. requires capital imports of at least $2 billion per day to pay for its governmental expenditures. Any decision by East Asian central banks to move significant parts of their foreign exchange reserves out of the dollar and into the euro or other currencies in order to protect themselves from dollar depreciation would produce the mother of all financial crises.

Japan still possesses the world's largest foreign exchange reserves, which at the end of January 2005 stood at around $841 billion. But China sits on a $609.9 billion pile of dollars (as of the end of 2004), earned from its trade surpluses with us. Meanwhile, the American government and Japanese followers of George W. Bush insult China in every way they can, particularly over the status of China's breakaway province, the island of Taiwan. The distinguished economic analyst William Greider recently noted, "Any profligate debtor who insults his banker is unwise, to put it mildly. . . . American leadership has . . . become increasingly delusional -- I mean that literally -- and blind to the adverse balance of power accumulating against it."The Bush administration is unwisely threatening China by urging Japan to rearm and by promising Taiwan that, should China use force to prevent a Taiwanese declaration of independence, the U.S. will go to war on its behalf. It is hard to imagine more shortsighted, irresponsible policies, but in light of the Bush administration's Alice-in-Wonderland war in Iraq, the acute anti-Americanism it has generated globally, and the politicization of America's intelligence services, it seems possible that the U.S. and Japan might actually precipitate a war with China over Taiwan. Japan Rearms Since the end of World War II, and particularly since gaining its independence in 1952, Japan has subscribed to a pacifist foreign policy. It has resolutely refused to maintain offensive military forces or to become part of America's global military system. Japan did not, for example, participate in the 1991 war against Iraq, nor has it joined collective security agreements in which it would have to match the military contributions of its partners. Since the signing in 1952 of the Japan-United States Security Treaty, the country has officially been defended from so-called external threats by U.S. forces located on some 91 bases on the Japanese mainland and the island of Okinawa. The U.S. Seventh Fleet even has its home port at the old Japanese naval base of Yokosuka. Japan not only subsidizes these bases but subscribes to the public fiction that the American forces are present only for its defense. In fact, Japan has no control over how and where the U.S. employs its land, sea, and air forces based on Japanese territory, and the Japanese and American governments have until quite recently finessed the issue simply by never discussing it. Since the end of the Cold War in 1991, the United States has repeatedly pressured Japan to revise article nine of its Constitution (renouncing the use of force except as a matter of self-defense) and become what American officials call a "normal nation." For example, on August 13, 2004, Secretary of State Colin Powell stated baldly in Tokyo that if Japan ever hoped to become a permanent member of the U.N. Security Council it would first have to get rid of its pacifist Constitution. Japan's claim to a Security Council seat is based on the fact that, although its share of global GDP is only 14%, it pays 20% of the total U.N. budget. Powell's remark was blatant interference in Japan's internal affairs, but it merely echoed many messages delivered by former Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage, the leader of a reactionary clique in Washington that has worked for years to remilitarize Japan and so enlarge a major new market for American arms. Its members include Torkel Patterson, Robin Sakoda, David Asher, and James Kelly at State; Michael Green on the National Security Council's staff; and numerous uniformed military officers at the Pentagon and at the headquarters of the Pacific Command at Pearl Harbor, Hawaii. America's intention is to turn Japan into what Washington neo-conservatives like to call the "Britain of the Far East" -- and then use it as a proxy in checkmating North Korea and balancing China. On October 11, 2000, Michael Green, then a member of Armitage Associates, wrote, "We see the special relationship between the United States and Great Britain as a model for the [U.S.-Japan] alliance." Japan has so far not resisted this American pressure since it complements a renewed nationalism among Japanese voters and a fear that a burgeoning capitalist China threatens Japan's established position as the leading economic power in East Asia. Japanese officials also claim that the country feels threatened by North Korea's developing nuclear and missile programs, although they know that the North Korean stand-off could be resolved virtually overnight -- if the Bush administration would cease trying to overthrow the Pyongyang regime and instead deliver on American trade promises (in return for North Korea's agreement to give up its nuclear weapons program). Instead, on February 25, 2005, the State Department announced that "the U.S. will refuse North Korean leader Kim Jong-il's demand for a guarantee of 'no hostile intent' to get Pyongyang back into negotiations over its nuclear weapons programs." And on March 7, Bush nominated John Bolton to be American ambassador to the United Nations even though North Korea has refused to negotiate with him because of his insulting remarks about the country. Japan's remilitarization worries a segment of the Japanese public and is opposed throughout East Asia by all the nations Japan victimized during World War II, including China, both Koreas, and even Australia. As a result, the Japanese government has launched a stealth program of incremental rearmament. Since 1992, it has enacted 21 major pieces of security-related legislation, 9 in 2004 alone. These began with the International Peace Cooperation Law of 1992, which for the first time authorized Japan to send troops to participate in U.N. peacekeeping operations. Remilitarization has since taken many forms, including expanding military budgets, legitimizing and legalizing the sending of military forces abroad, a commitment to join the American missile defense ("Star Wars") program -- something the Canadians refused to do in February 2005 -- and a growing acceptance of military solutions to international problems. This gradual process was greatly accelerated in 2001 by the simultaneous coming to power of President George Bush and Prime Minister Junichiro Koizumi. Koizumi made his first visit to the United States in July of that year and, in May of 2003, received the ultimate imprimatur, an invitation to Bush's "ranch" in Crawford, Texas. Shortly thereafter, Koizumi agreed to send a contingent of 550 troops to Iraq for a year, extended their stay for another year in 2004, and on October 14, 2004, personally endorsed George Bush's reelection. adversary from launching a pre-emptive 
first-strike.
rearm ( war
Japan rearm causes US China War and world war

JOHNSON - president of the Japan Policy Research Institute – 2005 (Chalmers, March, JPRI Working Paper No. 105, http://www.jpri.org/publications/workingpapers/wp105.html)
I recall forty years ago, when I was a new professor working in the field of Chinese and Japanese international relations, that Edwin O. Reischauer once commented, "The great payoff from our victory of 1945 was a permanently disarmed Japan." Born in Japan and a Japanese historian at Harvard, Reischauer served as American ambassador to Tokyo in the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. Strange to say, since the end of the Cold War in 1991 and particularly under the administration of George W. Bush, the United States has been doing everything in its power to encourage and even accelerate Japanese rearmament. Such a development promotes hostility between China and Japan, the two superpowers of East Asia, sabotages possible peaceful solutions in those two problem areas, Taiwan and North Korea, left over from the Chinese and Korean civil wars, and lays the foundation for a possible future Sino-American conflict that the United States would almost surely lose. It is unclear whether the ideologues and war lovers of Washington understand what they are unleashing -- a possible confrontation between the world's fastest growing industrial economy, China, and the world's second most productive, albeit declining, economy, Japan, one which the United States would have both caused and in which it might well be consumed. Let me make clear that in East Asia we are not talking about a little regime-change war of the sort that Bush and Cheney advocate. [1] After all, the most salient characteristic of international relations during the last century was the inability of the rich, established powers - Great Britain and the United States -- to adjust peacefully to the emergence of new centers of power in Germany, Japan, and Russia. The result was two exceedingly bloody world wars, a forty-five-year-long Cold War between Russia and the "West," and innumerable wars of national liberation (such as the quarter-century long one in Vietnam) against the arrogance and racism of European, American, and Japanese imperialism and colonialism.
REARM BAD: SOUTH KOREA
JAPANESE REARM KILLS JAPAN-ROK ALLIANCE

Kim, professor @ Institute of Foreign Affairs and National Security, ROK Ministry of Foreign Affairs, and Trade, 2004 <Tae-hyo, The Future of U.S.-Korea-Japan Relations, ed. Tae-hyo Kim and Brad Glosserman, p. 6>

As long as Japan maintains its minimalist security policy-the so-called Yoshida Doctrine-the South Korean government should earnestly manage security and non-security issues based on a consensus regarding the ROK-Japan strategic partnership. The two countries should con-duct confidence-building by carrying out more exchanges among lead​ers and among the public. It is particularly important that government policies reflect the private sector's collaborative work on historical and social issues.

REARM BAD: INDIA/PAKISTAN
JAPANESE REARM WOULD BE RAPID AND CAUSE INDIA/PAKISTAN ARMS RACES
Business Week 2003 <1/20, Lexis>

If Japan could get beyond the hurdles, it likely wouldn't need long to develop a bomb. It has five tons of plutonium stored in the nuclear research center of Tokai-mura, north of Tokyo, and its scientists know how to convert it to weapons-grade material. Hideyuki Ban, director of the nonprofit Citizens' Nuclear Information Center, says Japan could build a nuclear bomb within months. And its civilian rocket and satellite launching system could easily be converted to military use. Japan also has superbly equipped land, sea, and air forces that could deliver medium-range nukes to North Korea.

But if Japan decides to build its own nukes, get ready for an Asian arms race. China would likely want to boost its arsenal, which would prompt India to develop more nuclear weapons, which would spur Pakistan to do the same -- and on and on into an ever more perilous future.

NOW IS KEY – ARMS RACING WILL RUIN INDIAN DÉTENTE AND CAUSE NUCLEAR WAR
Dallas Morning News 5/15/04 

Yet Indians aren't disadvantaged at the ballot, and they showed it by tossing out Vajpayee's Bharatiya Janata Party. The new administration probably will be a coalition dominated by the Congress Party, led by Sonia Gandhi of the Gandhi political dynasty. The new administration should retain the best of the old _ detente with Pakistan and China, openness to trade and investment, and cooperation in the war against Islamist terrorism. The detente is important to avoid a dangerous and debilitating nuclear arms race, which easily could deteriorate into nuclear war. The free-market strategy is necessary to create jobs for India's deep ranks of unemployed. And the defense cooperation is essential to defeat the Islamists, who have both India and the United States in their sights.

THIS CAUSES EXTINCTION
Washington Times, 2001  (July 8, lexis)

The most dangerous place on the planet is Kashmir, a disputed territory convulsed and illegally occupied for more than 53 years and sandwiched between nuclear-capable India and Pakistan. It has ignited two wars between the estranged South Asian rivals in 1948 and 1965, and a third could trigger nuclear volleys and a nuclear winter threatening the entire globe. The United States would enjoy no sanctuary.

XT: EXTINCTION IMPACT
INDIA/PAKISTAN WAR CAUSES EXTINCTION

Caldicott, founder of Physicians for Social Responsibility, 2002, <Helen, the New Nuclear Danger, p. xiii>

The use of Pakistani nuclear weapons could trigger a chain reaction. Nuclear-armed India, an ancient enermy, could respond in kind. China, India’s hated foe, could react if India used her nuclear weapons, triggering a nuclear holocaust on the subcontinent. If any of either Russia or America’s 2,250 strategic weapons on hair-trigger alert were launched either accidently or purposefully in response, nuclear winter would ensue, meaning the end of most life on earth.

rearm kills japan economy
JAPAN REARM WOULD STRAIN THEIR ECONOMY
KAWASAKI 2001 <Tsuyoshi, PHD Princeton Univ, Pacific Review, p. 224>

On the other hand, too big Japanese military power, nuclear-armed and designed for the worst-case scenario, would ignite an arms race in the region, with an enormous financial burden on the Japanese economy. 

JAPAN KEY U.S. ECONOMY
JAPAN’S BOND HOLDINGS MAKE IT A CORNERSTONE OF THE US ECONOMY
Flanigan 2003 <James, July 13, “Japan’s Two Economies Need to Travel One Path,” Los Angeles Times, Lexis>

With the global side of the Japanese economy doing so well, does it matter that, back home, the economy is such a mess?

It does. Japan can't afford a weak and isolated domestic economy -- and the United States can't afford for Japan to have one either. Japan is a leading U.S. trading partner and lender-investor, with the Japanese government holding an estimated $500 billion in U.S. Treasury notes and bonds.

Japan literally holds a mortgage on the U.S. economy.

JAPANESE ECONOMIC COLLAPSE WILL DRAG THE U.S. ECONOMY WITH IT. 
Atlantic Monthly 2004 <1/1, lexis, Sherle R. Schwenninger is a co-director of the Global Economic Policy Program and the director of the fellowship program at the New America Foundation. He is also a senior fellow at the World Policy Institute>

Despite its unchallenged military might, the United States has an Achilles' heel: its economy depends on foreign capital. Though hardly anyone acknowledges this publicly, China and Japan already hold so much American debt that, theoretically, each could exert enormous leverage on American foreign policy. So far, the economic dependence of these countries on American consumers has kept them from exercising such power. But what would happen if, for instance, Washington changed its one-China policy and officially recognized Taiwan? Or if the Bush Administration threatened to invade North Korea? Simply by dumping U.S. Treasury bills and other dollar-denominated assets, China--which holds more federal U.S. debt than any other country--could cause the value of the dollar to plummet, leading to a major crisis for the U.S. economy. China and Japan wouldn't have to be consciously hostile to wreak havoc; they could create a currency crisis by accident, through either bad policy decisions or instability in their own economies. Both countries have weak banking systems that are burdened by bad loans that will never be repaid. Economists have long warned that the collapse of Japan's banking system could devastate the United States. A Chinese banking crisis could cause equally severe problems.

japan economy key world economy
JAPAN’S ECONOMY KEY TO GLOBAL ECONOMIC GROWTH
Foley, US Ambassador of Japan, 1999 <Thomas, Speech to Nagoya America-Japan Society, April 15, http://usembassy.state.gov/posts/ja4/wwwh5008.html >

And just a word about a subject very dear to the heart of the United States, and that is the subject of the growth and development of the Japanese economy. I am occasionally distressed by reading reports that many people in Japan believe that somehow the United States wants a weak Japanese economy. In one poll, about 30 percent of the Japanese respondents indicated that they believed that the United States wanted a weak Japanese economy rather than a strong Japanese economy. The absolute opposite is true. And not just out of respect and admiration and friendship for our ally Japan, but because in the U.S. self-interest, a strong, robust, growing Japanese economy is what helps our economy and helps the world economy.

We value very highly the measures that have been taken by the Japanese government in stimulating the economy, providing opportunities for the recapitalization of the banking system, and reduction of taxes, and other efforts to bring the Japanese economy back to a period of growth. We now hope that Japan will consider restructuring some of its business regulatory regime which prevent the private sector from carrying forward stimulus efforts and restoring the Japanese economy to even greater levels of productivity and growth.

A2: Japan Econ Add-On (1/2)
Non unique – Japanese economy is severely failing and a budget freeze is taking place on any new projects.
Nakamichi, Takashi 6/15 “Japan to Pledge Budget Freeze” – The Wall Street Journal 
TOKYO—Japan's government will likely pledge to freeze annual policy spending for the next three years, a government official said Tuesday, in an early test of the new administration's efforts to curb big deficits.

Prime Minister Naoto Kan's cabinet will likely include an expenditure cap for the three fiscal years from April 2011 in a midterm budgetary framework expected to be approved by the administration this week or next, the official said. 

Japenese economy not key to global – Japan slips in competitive ranking.

Worsley, Ken 5/19/2010 0 Japan Economy News and Blogs “Japan Slips in Global Competitiveness Ranking” - http://www.japaneconomynews.com/2010/05/19/japan-slips-in-global-competitiveness-rankings/#more-973
For the first time in 17 years, the United States is no longer the most competitive economy in the world, according to IMD’s annual competitiveness survey. The US dropped to third place, as Singapore and Hong Kong surged ahead in the rankings. 

Japan watchers, however, must be dismayed by the nation’s drop in the rankings even as other Asian nations jumped ahead. While Taiwan moved up from 23 to 8, China went from 20 to 18 and South Korea jumped from 27 to 23, Japan fell ten places in the rankings, from 17 to 27.

IMD cited Japan’s slow growth, anemic foreign investment, low birth rate, greying population, budget deficits and corporate taxes (the highest of the 58 nations surveyed) as weaknesses. Japan was also cited as being unfriendly to foreign corporations and workers. The report hinted that foreign companies might eventually decide to pass over Japan and concentrate business efforts in other Asian nations, though that is a trend we already have seen for several years. 

Turn, continued military deployment in Japan  leads to cuts in U.S domestic policies and therefore hurts U.S economy – their own link evidence says this. 

And U.S economy key to global economy –

Beams, Nick 5/30/2005 – world socialist website “World Economy becoming more dependent on U.S debt” - http://www.wsws.org/articles/2005/may2005/usec-m30.shtml - Nick Beams- economic analysist 

The increasing fragility of the world economy is underlined by the latest report from International Monetary Fund staff on the position of the United States. The report, which will be the subject of discussion before a final document is prepared, said there was “general agreement” that the outlook for the US in 2005 and 2006 was “favourable” with gross domestic product (GDP) expected to expand at around 3.5 percent over the next two years. Noting that the US had been the “main locomotive of global growth” in the recent period, the report said the US economy was again expected to outperform the other members of the Group of Seven major industrialised countries. Herein lie some of the major problems for the world economy as a whole because US growth is increasingly being supported by what the IMF report called “unprecedented borrowing” both from foreigners and domestically.

A2: Japan Econ Add-On (2/2)
OR

No impact, defense spending good for economy – creates millions of jobs.

Fisher, Max 6/17/2010 , The Atlantic Wire, “Defense Spending Save the Economy?”http://www.theatlanticwire.com/opinions/view/opinion/Cut-Defense-Spending-Save-the-Economy-4035 

Keep It: Defense Spending Creates Jobs  The Weekly Standard's Fred Kagan writes, "A very large portion of the defense budget goes to paying the salaries of something like 5 million Americans. Since American forces deployed overseas do not live on the local economy, almost all of that money goes either to their families here at home or to the concessions that serve them abroad generally run by U.S. contractors. One can feel about contractors however one pleases, but U.S. contractors are American firms and their earnings and most of their wages also go back into the American economy."

Defense spending drastically  boosts the economy – WWII proves.

Kagan, Frederick 4/23/2010 “Guns vs. Butter” – The Weakly Standard, Kagan - Professor of Military History http://www.weeklystandard.com/blogs/guns-vs-butter
 Defense spending has long been recognized as one of the single strongest stimulants to any economy. World War II brought America out of the Great Depression and into an era of enormous prosperity, just to cite the most obvious example. Current defense spending will not have that effect because it is so small compared to the size of the economy—it hovers at or below 4 percent of GDP.

But forget those statistics and precedents as well and focus on something more concrete. A very large portion of the defense budget goes to paying the salaries of something like 5 million Americans. Since American forces deployed overseas do not live on the local economy, almost all of that money goes either to their families here at home or to the concessions that serve them abroad generally run by U.S. contractors. One can feel about contractors however one pleases, but U.S. contractors are American firms and their earnings and most of their wages also go back into the American economy.

NONUNIQUE – Japan has already increased defense spending.

Defense Industry Daily 9/5/2006 “Japan Looking to Expand Missile Defense and Military Spending” - http://www.defenseindustrydaily.com/japan-looking-to-expand-missile-defense-military-spending-02576/

Japan already has a strategic agreement with the USA to develop and deploy missile defense systems.

The FY 2007-2008 budget plan reportedly requests a 1.5% rise in overall spending, including YEN 219 billion (about $1.88 billion) for missile defenses, up 56.5% from the current YEN 140 billion appropriation for FY 2006-2007 (that year’s budget request had been YEN 150 billion).

Consult Japan

Consult Japan- Uniqueness

Klingner 10

( Bruce Klingner, Senior research fellow at Heritage Foundation, NorthEast Asia branch. Chief of CIA’s Kore Branch, “Politics of Well-Known Japanese “Secrets” risks American Nuclear Umbrella” Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/03/Politics-of-Well-Known-Japanese-Secrets-Risk-American-Nuclear-Umbrella) 

On March 9, a Japanese foreign ministry panel revealed that several military agreements between Tokyo and Washington had been kept secret from the Japanese legislature and public for decades. The panel was created ostensibly to fulfill a Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) campaign pledge to improve government transparency. But the report conveniently provides the DPJ a political opportunity to lambast the Liberal Democratic Party’s (LDP) “lies” and “dishonesty” in the run-up to July’s legislative elections. The DPJ, pummeled by bribery scandals and faulty leadership, is already facing plummeting public support.

Although the DPJ insists that this report will not affect its relationship with Washington, the already tense bilateral U.S.–Japan partnership could very well be further strained. These revelations could inflame anti-U.S. opinion, particularly on Okinawa, as the DPJ struggles to produce alternatives to an existing agreement on the realignment of U.S. military forces in Japan. The task force results could also prompt the DPJ to advocate policies during the April nuclear summit in Washington that would undermine U.S. nuclear deterrence capabilities.

Troops withdrawal inevitable

Troop removal inevitable

NYT 10 (Sunday, June 27th, “Yukio Hatoyama” Times Topics, http://topics.nytimes.com/topics/reference/timestopics/people/h/yukio_hatoyama/index.html)  

Uncertainty exists over a Marine base and plans to move thousands of U.S. troops to Guam are straining a post-World War II security alliance Japan and the United States set 50 years ago, but Tokyo's new leader said Tuesday he stands behind the pact. Prime Minister Naoto Kan said he sees the arrangement as a crucial means of maintaining the balance of power in Asia, where the economic and military rise of China is looming large, and vowed to stand behind it despite recent disputes with Washington. "Keeping our alliance with the United States contributes to peace in the region," Kan said in a televised question-and-answer session with other party leaders. "Stability helps the U.S.-Japan relationship, and that between China and Japan and, in turn, China and the United States."

Troop withdrawal not inevitable

Troop withdrawal not inevitable 

CNN 10

(June 8th, “Why Japan and the US can’t live without Okinawa” http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html) 

With the region increasingly jittery following North Korea's alleged sinking of the South Korean warship Cheonan in March — and amid increased Chinese muscle-flexing — Hatoyama ultimately acceded to Washington's demands. "[Removing the U.S. base from Okinawa] has proved impossible in my time," Hatoyama said when he announced his decision to step down. Not since 1960 — when Prime Minister Nobusuke Kishi resigned after pushing through an unpopular U.S.-Japanese security treaty — has a Japanese leader been forced from power over the country's military ties with the U.S. "Someday," Hatoyama said, "the time will come when Japan's peace will have to be ensured by the Japanese people themselves." That's not going to happen anytime soon, in part because both sides benefit from the current agreement. The U.S. gets to station a potent punch amid one of the world's most dynamic but unsettled regions, while Japan is relieved of an additional defense-spending burden that would do little to help revive its flagging economy.

US troop withdrawal not inevitable and strain US-Japanese alliance


               





 Klingner 10

(Bruce Klingner, Senior research fellow at Heritage Foundation, NorthEast Asia branch. Chief of CIA’s Kore Branch, “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead” Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead) 

After months of advocating the eviction of a U.S. Marine Corps air unit from Okinawa, the Japanese government has reversed course and agreed to allow the unit to redeploy within Okinawa. The redeployment of the air unit from Marine Corps Air Station Futenma to a replacement facility at Camp Schwab was previously agreed to in a 2006 bilateral agreement ratified by the Japanese legislature. Last year, the Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ) campaigned on a pledge to move the Marine unit out of Okinawa in order to “reduce the burden on the Okinawan people.” The DPJ’s initial refusal to abide by the accord caused strains in its relationship with Washington and had, in the words of a U.S. official, a “corrosive effect on the alliance.”

PM of Japan realized necessity of US Marines

Klingner 10

(Bruce Klingner, Senior research fellow at Heritage Foundation, NorthEast Asia branch. Chief of CIA’s Kore Branch, “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead” Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead) 

The DPJ policy reversal is the result of senior Japanese officials having a belated epiphany on geostrategic realities. They now realize that the Marines on Okinawa are an indispensable and irreplaceable element of any U.S. response to an Asian crisis. Foreign Minister Okada affirmed that “the presence of U.S. Marines on Okinawa is necessary for Japan’s national security [since they] are a powerful deterrent against possible enemy attacks and should be stationed in Japan.”Prime Minister Hatoyama now admits that after coming to power he came to better understand the importance of the U.S.–Japan alliance in light of the northeast Asian security environment. He commented, “As I learned more about the situation, I’ve come to realize that [the Marines] are all linked up as a package to maintain deterrence.” Japanese officials also remarked that rising tensions on the Korean Peninsula—triggered by North Korea’s sinking of a South Korean naval ship[1]—made clear to Japan that it lives in a dangerous neighborhood and should not undermine U.S. deterrence and defense capabilities.

DPJ unpopular (1/2)

Public opinion for DPJ low

CNBC 10 

(June 4th, “With Kan at Helm, Can Japan’s Ruling Party Survive Election?” http://www.cnbc.com/id/37503901/With_Kan_at_Helm_Can_Japan_s_Ruling_Party_Survive_Election)

Naoto Kan, a fiscal conservative previously best known for battling bureaucrats, was chosen on Friday to be Japan's next premier as the ruling party scrambles to repair its fortunes ahead of a national election next month.

But opinions remain divided whether Kan has what it takes to win back votes for the ruling Democratic Party of Japan (DPJ).Gerald Curtis, professor of political science at Columbia University, believes the DPJ is likely to suffer a big defeat in the poll, unless Naoto Kan makes some "bold" moves. Changing the person at the top is not going to make any difference, Curtis told CNBC, unless Kan exhibits control over the DPJ, the issues plaguing the nation's economy and US-Japan relations. "I'm not optimistic," he said, noting that although public opinion polls are expected to show a big step up for the DPJ, it is not likely to last. In many ways, Kan seems more concerned about maintaining power than doing anything with it. Once a fierce critic of the opposition LDP for being “America’s yes man,” Kan has signaled he’s unwilling to rock the boat with Tokyo’s principal ally. In a 2002 magazine article, he vowed to “substantially reduce” the Marines’ presence on Okinawa if his party took power. Yet after Hatoyama signed off on an unpopular compromise plan that would keep the base there—and then resigned as a result of it—Kan said he would stick with the deal.
DPJ popularity low

Reuters 10

( June 21, “WRAPUP 3-Japan PM eyes salex tax hike, voters divided” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTOE65K03X20100621)

The new government will unveil a strategy on Tuesday to fix tattered finances to reassure investors it will cut mushrooming debts. Kan has said he would come up with a tax reform plan by the end of the fiscal year to March 31, 2011. [ID:nTOE65K02U] A poll by the Asahi newspaper showed support for Kan's government dropped to 50 percent from 59 percent in a survey a week ago. The newspaper cited increased opposition to the government among those who object to a sales tax hike. But 48 percent of voters supported Kan's remarks on possibly doubling the sales tax in the future, against 44 percent who did not, a separate survey by the Yomiuri newspaper showed. Surveys by public broadcaster NHK and Kyodo news agency showed similar trends, although support for Kan's government fell 12 points from last week's survey. 

Kans popularity low- tax hikes

WSJ 10 

(June 23rd, FOCUS: Japan Kan’s Summit Debut May Help DPJ At The Polls” http://online.wsj.com/article/BT-CO-20100623-702026.html) 

Even if Kan's trip is a success, it still might not be enough to give his Democratic Party of Japan a victory at the polls: Voters initially welcomed Kan's intention to lift the 5% consumption tax rate on the perception that it would improve Japan's fiscal health. But after Kan said he'd consider doubling the rate, support ratings for his administration fell nine points to 50%, according to a poll in one local paper. The DPJ has 116 seats in the Upper House now, and 54 of those will be up for election. Kan said Tuesday he hopes the party will win more than 54 seats, close to the 60 that would give it an outright majority. That would make Kan's job easier, allowing the administration to pass legislation through both chambers, as the DPJ already has a large majority in the Lower House.Then again, the DPJ could end up losing seats. But competing parties are unlikely to win outright either, meaning the DPJ will need to form a coalition to get bills passed in the Upper House, some analysts say.

A2: Uniqueness overwhelms the link

Reuters 10

( June 21, “WRAPUP 3-Japan PM eyes salex tax hike, voters divided” http://www.reuters.com/article/idUSTOE65K03X20100621)

Prime Minister Naoto Kan renewed his call on Monday for tax reform including a possible doubling of the sales tax to rein in Japan's huge debt, as ratings agency Fitch warned the country needed a credible fiscal reform plan.

Support for Kan's new government has fallen since he floated the idea of raising Japan's 5 percent sales tax, surveys released on Monday showed as his party heads into a July 11 upper house election it needs to win to avoid policy deadlock. But while voters appear divided over the need for a sale tax hike, Kan's Democratic Party -- which swept to power last year promising change -- kept its lead over its main opposition rival.

DPJ unpopular (2/2)

Controversy over base now

NPR.org

( June 21, 2010 World News, “Japan’s PM Faces Test Over U.S. Base On Okinawa, http://m.npr.org/news/World/127932447?singlePage=true) 

In Japan, the problem that led to the dissolution of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama's government now is vexing the new government. Earlier this month, Hatoyama resigned over the controversy about the continued presence of thousands of U.S. troops stationed on the Japanese island of Okinawa. He promised but failed to bring about their relocation. The new government in Tokyo is facing the same problem with little prospect of a solution. Many of the 18,000 U.S. Marines based in Japan are located at the Marine Corps Air Station Futenma on Okinawa. Over the years, Okinawans have pressed harder and harder to move the base away from their island. After the opposition Democratic Party of Japan pulled off a historic electoral victory last year, Hatoyama got caught by promises to close the base that he couldn't keep. He resigned after only eight months in office. "He hasn't made any clear statement about Futenma before and even right now. He just said he will follow the decision of the previous prime minister. So we cannot see what he really wants to do on this issue," Honda says.
Military controversy caused popularity to plummet

Klingner 10

(Bruce Klingner, Senior research fellow at Heritage Foundation, NorthEast Asia branch. Chief of CIA’s Kore Branch, “With Re-Acceptance of Marines on Okinawa, Time to Look Ahead” Heritage Foundation, http://www.heritage.org/Research/Reports/2010/05/With-Re-Acceptance-of-Marines-on-Okinawa-Time-to-Look-Ahead) 

Hatoyama’s flip-flopping on the Futenma issue could also have dire domestic political ramifications. The prime minister had to dismiss Minister for Consumer Affairs Fukushima Mizuho from the cabinet for her active resistance to his decision. Fukushima is the head of the Social Democratic Party, which in the past has threatened to bolt from its coalition with Hatoyama’s DPJ over the Futenma issue. Hatoyama and the DPJ have suffered plummeting public approval ratings since their election last August. The prime minister’s ratings went from 70 percent to 20 percent in nine months, in part due his vacillation on Futenma and other issues. Tokyo is rife with rumors that Hatoyama will be compelled to resign if the DPJ does poorly in the July upper house election.

DPJ popularity low now

Koh, 6/15

 (6/15/10, Yoree, Wall Street Journal, “ The End of the Honeymoon for Kan?” http://blogs.wsj.com/japanrealtime/2010/06/15/the-end-of-the-honeymoon-for-kan/) 

But the latest drop in ratings suggests that within a time period comparable to the average shelf life of a carton of milk, the new DPJ’s appeal is already in decline. The results released by Kyodo News are based on phone calls placed to 1,000 randomly selected households that are eligible to vote nationwide, according to the media company’s polling research center while Yomiuri randomly contacted 1,738 eligible voters, with 1,088 people, or 63%, giving valid responses in a nationwide, telephone-based opinion poll. One of the reasons behind the falling numbers could be attributed to the recent reports that new state minister Satoshi Arai’s political organization booked 42.2 million yen ($462,336) in expenses over six years for a condominium supposedly used as an office space but where an acquaintance of the politician’s actually resides, according to political analyst Eiken Itagaki.

DPJ Popular

DPJ popularity High now

Japan Today, 6/10 

(6/10/10 “DPJ wants election on July 11 while public support is still high”, http://www.japantoday.com/category/politics/view/dpj-wants-election-on-july-11-while-public-support-is-still-high)

The Democratic Party of Japan wants to have an upper house election in early July without extending the current Diet session, as many media polls have shown strong public support of Prime Minister Naoto Kan’s new Cabinet, lawmakers said Thursday. If Kan does not extend the 150-day ordinary Diet session, set to end next Wednesday, the House of Councillors election will most likely be held on July 11. DPJ lawmakers, especially those seeking reelection, are calling on the ruling party not to extend the Diet session as Kan’s Cabinet has had more than 60% support since he took office on Tuesday, compared with about 20% for the previous cabinet in the final days of former Prime Minister Yukio Hatoyama. 

DPJ popularity increased

Sachiko and Takashi, 6/11

 ( 6/11/10, Sakamaki and Hirokaw, Bloomberg Businessweek, “ Japan’s Ruling Party Vows to Balance Budget by 2020, Slash Debt” http://www.businessweek.com/news/2010-06-11/japan-s-ruling-party-vows-to-balance-budget-by-2020-slash-debt.html)

Polls show the DPJ’s popularity has jumped since Hatoyama, 63, stepped down on June 2. Kan served as Hatoyama’s finance minister and deputy premier. Kan’s government had an approval rating of 60 percent in an Asahi newspaper survey published June 10, compared with Hatoyama’s rating of 17 percent in late May. Some 39 percent of respondents said they will vote for the DPJ in the next election, up from 33 percent in last week’s poll. The June 8-9 telephone survey of 1,088 people didn’t provide a margin of error. Kan’s government plans to hold upper- house elections on July 11, media organizations including Kyodo News have reported. 

Plan unpopular

Alliance change unpopular

Washington Times 10( June 22nd, “US-Japan security pact turns 50, faces new strains” http://www.washingtontimes.com/news/2010/jun/22/us-japan-security-pact-turns-50-faces-new-strains/)
Under the pact, promulgated 50 years ago Wednesday, nearly 50,000 American troops are deployed throughout Japan. The U.S. forces include a key naval base south of Tokyo where the only permanently forward-deployed aircraft carrier has its home port; Kadena Air Base, which is one of the largest in Asia; and more than 10,000 U.S. Marines on the southern island of Okinawa.The large U.S. presence over the past five decades has allowed Japan to keep its own defense spending low, to about 1 percent of its GDP, and focus its spending elsewhere — a factor that helped it rebuild after World War II to become the world's second-largest economy. "Even though there are some small problems here and there, in the bigger sense the relationship remains strong," said Jun Iio, a professor at the National Graduate Institute for Policy Studies in Tokyo. "Very few people think that it is actually necessary to make major changes in the alliance." But while the alliance is one of the strongest Washington has anywhere in the world, it has come under intense pressure lately over a plan to make sweeping reforms that would pull back roughly 8,600 Marines from Okinawa to the U.S. Pacific territory of Guam.

Plan unpopular- US

CNN 10(June 8th, “Why Japan and the US can’t live without Okinawa” http://www.time.com/time/nation/article/0,8599,1994798,00.html) 

The U.S. made clear shortly after Hatoyama's election that it had no intention of retreating from East Asia. Last October, Defense Secretary Robert Gates called the Marines' continued presence on Okinawa the "linchpin" of Washington's East Asian strategy. "This may not be the perfect alternative for anyone," he said in Japan, "but it is the best alternative for everyone." In February, Lieut. General Keith Stalder, who commands Marines in the Pacific, put it more bluntly. "All of my Marines on Okinawa are willing to die if it is necessary for the security of Japan," he told a Tokyo audience. "Japan does not have a reciprocal obligation to defend the United States, but it absolutely must provide the bases and training that U.S. forces need." That U.S. security umbrella, he pointedly added, "has brought Japan and the entire region unprecedented wealth and social advancement."

 Removal of the Okinawa base is unpopular – empirically proven

Skorbach 6/2/10

Kristina Epoch Times Staff http://www.theepochtimes.com/n2/content/view/36665/

DJP will pick Hatoyama’s successor this Friday, and the Cabinet will reform on Monday, and then make a decision concerning the U.S. military base. 

During his election campaign nine months ago, Hatoyama had pledged to remove the unpopular U.S. Marine Corps’ Futenma Air Station from Okinawa prefecture entirely. This would have canceled the 2006 agreement with the United States to move the base to a less populated island in the prefecture, while still preserving U.S. military presence on Japanese territory. 

The stance did not play well with the United States and Hatoyama tried in vain to find a viable alternative location for the base. Last week he admitted failure announcing that he would not be able to keep his election promise.  

